SECTION 3

COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
ON THE REVISED DRAFT 2016 AQMP



COMMENT LETTER NUMBER

AGENCY/ COMPANY DATE Le&:?&?;er
Automobile Club of Southern California (AAA) 11/29/2016 100
American Trucking Associations (ATA) 11/7/2016 91
?;Ii(;gg Industry Association of Southern California, Inc. 11/7/2016 36
:Ig;ilfcolrMnf)Construction and Industrial Materials Association 11/7/2016 75
(Cgéié(;;r;ia Council for Environmental and Economic Balance 11/7/2016 85
California Small Business Alliance 11/7/2016 81
City of Irvine 11/7/2016 79
Construction Industry Air Quality Coalition (CIAQC) 11/2/2016 99
Del Amo Action Committee (Florence Gharibian) 11/7/2016 97
Diesel 2 Gas Solutions (Jim Villa) 10/21/2016 71
Earthjustice 11/7/2016 84
Eastern Municipal Water District 11/7/2016 80
ES Engineering 11/4/2016 73
iﬁ;z:ﬁ[ Dillon & Ballance LLP (GDB) on behalf of John Wayne 11/7/2016 76
Individual Trucking Companies 10/13/2016 70
I(.;ar';hua;n(s;:(\g\;atkins LLP on behalf of Regulatory Flexibility 11/7/2016 87
Los Angeles County Business Federation (BizFed) 11/7/2016 95
Minuteman Transport Inc. (Peter Amundson) 11/7/2016 82
Orange County Sanitation District (OCSD) 12/6/2016 101




COMMENT LETTER NUMBER (CONCLUDED)

AGENCY/ COMPANY DATE Le&:?&?;er
Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA) 11/2/2016 88
Pacific Merchant Shipping Association (PMSA) 11/7/2016 94
Ports of Long Beach and Los Angeles (San Pedro Bay Ports) 11/7/2016 96
Public Solar Power Coalition (Harvey Eder) 11/7/2016 98
Realtors Committee on Air Quality (RCAQ) 11/7/2016 92
Rhetta Alexander 11/5/2016 74
Southern California Air Quality Alliance 11/7/2016 77
\S,\c/)s:::{gcia;i)fornia Alliance of Publicly Owned Treatment 11/7/2016 78
Southern California Gas Company (SoCalGas) 11/7/2016 83
Southern California Leadership Council (SCLC) 11/7/2016 93
Truck and Engine Manufacturers Association (EMA) 11/7/2016 90
Valley Industry and Commerce Association (VICA) 11/7/2016 89
Western States Petroleum Association (WSPA) 11/4/2016 72







Draft Final 2016 AQMP

Comment Letter from Individual Trucking Companies (Comment Letter #70)

Fram: Peter Amundson [mailto:Peter@minutemantransport.com]
Sent: Wednesday, October 12, 2016 12:44 PM

To: Wayne Nastri swnastri@agmd.gov>

Subject: Yes to Incentives! No to AQMD Dracionian Rules!

Peter Amundson
14840 E Proctor Ave
City of Industry, CA 91746

October 12, 2016

Dear Wayne Mastri,

My company has spent hundreds of thousands of dollars to upgrade to newer, cleaner trucks and equipment to comply
with existing CARB regulations. These investments have resulted in over 80% reductions in NOx and 99% reductions in
PM2.5,

CARB and EPA have signaled that they will adopt lower NOx standards for engines that will result in up to a 98%
reduction in NOx. These new emission standards will increase the cost of trucks and will likely result in higher
maintenance cost and downtime.

70-1
Trucking has done more than its fair share to clean the air in the South Coast and is already one of the most highly
regulated industries in the State. Mow is absolutely not the time to adopt draconian new regulations such as attempting
to expand the district's fleet rule authority to private truck fleets and imposing facility emission caps on thousands of
freight facilities, creating an unworkable patchwork of rules.

We urge you to continue to work with truckers on incentive based approaches, fairly enforcing existing rules to provide
a level playing field to compliant fleets and to allow CARB and EPA to work with engine manufacturers on the adoption
of national emission standards.

Harmful rules are not the way to go. Waork with the industry and not against it!

Sincerely,
Peter Amundson



Comments and Responses to Comments on the 2016 AQMP

From: Edward Boe [mailto:edward. boe@xpo.com]
Sent: Wednesday, October 12, 2016 9:29 AM

To: Wayne Nastri <wnastri@agmd.gov>

Subject; The South Coast AQMD

Edward Boe
2200 Claremont Ct.
Hayward, CA 94545

October 12, 2016

Dear Wayne Nastri,

My company has spent millions to upgrade lo newer, cleaner trucks and equipment to comply with existing CARE
regulations. These investments have resulted in over 80% reductions in NOx and 59% reductions in PM2.5.

CARB and EPA have signaled that they will adopt lower NOx standards for engines that will result in up toc a 98%
reduction in NOx. These new emission standards will increase the cost of trucks and will likely result in higher
maintenance cost and downtime.

f0-2
Trucking has done maore than its fair share to clean the air in the South Coast and is already one of the most highly
regulated industries in the State. Now is absolutely not the time to adopt draconian new regulations such as attempting
to expand the district's fleet rule authority to private truck fleets and imposing facility emission caps on thousands of
freight facilities, creating an unworkable patchwork of rules.

We urge you to continue to work with truckers on incentive based approaches, fairly enforcing existing rules to provide
a level playing field to compliant fleets and to allow CARB and EPA to work with engine manufacturers on the adoption
of national emission standards.

Harmful rules are not the way to go. Work with the industry and not against it!

Sincerely,
Ed Boe



Draft Final 2016 AQMP

Fram: Mike Burkett [mailto:mburkett @biagibros.com]
sent: Wednesday, October 12, 2016 2:09 AM

To: Wayne Nastri <wnastri@agmd.govs

Subject: Incentives Can Help My Business

Mike Burkett
500 Tower Rd
Mapa, CA 94559

October 12, 2016

Dear Wayne MNastri,

My company has spent millions to upgrade to newer, cleaner trucks and equipment to comply with existing CARB
regulations, These investments have resulted in over 80% reductions in NOx and 99% reductions In PM2.5.

CARB and EPA have signaled that they will adopt lower NOx standards for engines that will result in up to a 98%
reduction in NOx. These new emission standards will increase the cost of trucks and will likely result in higher
maintenance cost and downtime.

Trucking has done more than its fair share to clean the air in the South Coast and is already one of the maost highly
regulated industries in the State. Now is absolutely not the time to adopt draconian new regulations such as attempting
to expand the district's fleet rule authority to private truck fleets and imposing facility emission caps on thousands of
freight facilities, creating an unworkahle patchwork of rules.

70-3

We urge you to continue to work with truckers an incentive based approaches, fairly enforcing existing rules to provide
a level playing field to compliant fleets and to allow CARB and EPA to work with engine manufacturers on the adoption
of national emission standards.

Harmful rules are not the way to go. Work with the industry and not against it!

Sincerely,
Mike Burkett



Comments and Responses to Comments on the 2016 AQMP

From: Tony Corriea [mailto:tonyc@weststar.us]

Sent: Wednesday, October 12, 2016 11:44 AM

To: Wayne Mastri <wnastri@agmd.gov:=

Subject: Yes to Incentives! No to AQMD Dracionian Rules!

Tony Corriea
5760 E. Lerdo Hwy
Shafter, CA 93263

October 12, 2016

Dear Wayne Nastri,

My company has spent millions to upgrade to newer, cleaner trucks and equipment to comply with existing CARB
regulations. These investments have resulted in over 80% reductions in NOx and 9% reductions in PM2.5.

CARB and EPA have signaled that they will adopt lower NOx standards for engines that will result in up to a 98%
reduction in NOx. These new emission standards will increase the cost of trucks and will likely result in higher
maintenance cost and downtime.

Trucking has done more than its fair share to clean the air in the South Coast and is already one of the maost highly 70-4
regulated industries in the State. Now is absolutely not the time to adopt draconian new regulations such as attempting
to expand the district's fleet rule authority to private truck fleets and imposing facility emission caps on thousands of
freight facilities, creating an unworkable patchwork of rules.

We urge you to continue to work with truckers on incentive based approaches, fairly enforcing existing rules to provide
a level playing field to compliant fleets and to allow CARB and EPA to work with engine manufacturers on the adoption
of national emission standards.

Harmful rules are not the way to go. Work with the industry and not against it!

Sincerely,
Tony Corriea



Draft Final 2016 AQMP

From: Scott Cramer [mailto:Scramer@cfl-usa.com]
Sent: Wednesday, October 12, 2016 10:40 AM

To: Wayne Nastri <wnastri@agmd.gov=

Subject: Incentives Can Help My Business

Scott Cramer
1344 White Ct
Santa Maria, CA 93458

October 12, 2016

Dear Wayne Nastri,

My company has spent millions to upgrade to newer, cleaner trucks and equipment to comply with existing CARB
regulations. These investments have resulted in over 80% reductions in NOx and 949% reductions In PM2.5.

CARB and EPA have signaled that they will adopt lower NOx standards for engines that will result in up to a 98%
reduction in NOx. These new emission standards will increase the cost of trucks and will likely result in higher
maintenance cost and downtime.

Trucking has done more than its fair share to clean the air in the South Coast and is already one of the most highly
regulated industries in the State. Now is absolutely not the time to adopt draconian new regulations such as attempting| 70-5
to expand the district's fleat rule authority to private truck fleets and imposing facility emission caps on thousands of
freight facilities, creating an unworkahle patchwork of rules.

We urge you to continue to work with truckers on incentive based approaches, fairly enforcing existing rules to provide
a level playing field to compliant fleets and to allow CARB and EPA to work with engine manufacturers on the adoption
of national emission standards.

Harmful rules are not the way to go. Work with the industry and not against it!

Sincerely,
Scott Cramer



Comments and Responses to Comments on the 2016 AQMP

From: Greg Dubugue [mailto:greg@libertylinehaulwest.com]
Sent: Wednesday, October 12, 2016 9:49 AM

To: Wayne Nastri <wnastri@agmd.gov>

Subject: AQMD VS, ME....AND | WANT TO BE ON YOUR TEAR 1

Greg Dubugue
1501 Chapin Road
Montebello, CA 90640

October 12, 2016

Dear Wayne Nastri,

My small trucking company has spent close the 53,000,000 to upgrade to newer, cleaner trucks and equipment Lo
comply with existing CARB regulations. These investments have resulted in over 80% reductions in NOx and 55%
reductions in PM2.5. However, because | compete at national level, | enter "the game" with a competitive disadvantage.

CARB and EPA have signaled that they will adopt lower NOx standards for engines that will result in up to a 98%
reduction in MOx. These new emission standards will increase the cost of trucks and will likely result in higher
maintenance cost and downtime as well as shorten the life cycle of the engine.

Trucking has dane more than its fair share to clean the air in the South Coast and is already one of the most highly 70-8
regulated industries in the State. Mow is absolutely not the time to adopt draconian new regulations such as attempting
to expand the district's fleet rule authority to private truck fleets and impaosing facility emission caps on thousands of
freight facilities, creating an unworkable patchwork of rules.

How can you improve air guality immediately? ENFORCE THE RULES WE ALREADY HAVE. Everyday CARB allows non
compliant out-of-state trucks to come in to my state and haul the freight | bid on. They win it because they have a
cheaper cost of operation. Enough with the excuses of "we don't have enough funds” to enforce. CARB targets fleets
within the state as :low hanging fruit" and does nothing to enforce out of state carriers. | am on the roads everyday and
see this. If these trucks were off the road, and replaced with today's technology, you would see that 2% improvement
you are looking for without any new rules enacted.

Harmful rules are not the way to go. Work with the industry and not against it!

Sincerely,
Greg Dubugue



Draft Final 2016 AQMP

From: Steve Hansen [mailto:steve@hansenadkins.com]
Sent: Wednesday, October 12, 2016 11:24 AM

To: Wayne Nastri <wnastri@agmd.gov>

Subject: AQMD Take a Break on Trucking!

Steve Hansen
3552 Green Ave
Los Alamitos, CA 90720

October 12, 2016

Dear Wayne MNastri,

| have spant my 52 years in the Los Angeles area, my professional life in trucking, and do recognize and appreciate the
improvement in air quality over the years.

As a trucking company we do more than our fair share to do our best. Give trucking time to absorb the important and
effective changes that are now taking effect before attacking our industry once again with additional regulation and
cost.

My company has spent over 512 Million to upgrade to newer, clean emissions trucks to comply with existing CARB
regulations. These investments have resulted in tremendous reductions in truck emissions.

Qur Company is still absorbing the cost of purchasing 80 new CARB compliant trucks. Qur customers have still not
recognized the full increase in cost burden nor brought rates in line with expenses associated with changes we have
made due to new CALIFORMNIA regulations. 70-7

CARB and EPA have signaled that they will adopt lower NOx standards for engines that will result in up to a 98%
reduction in NOx. These new emission standards will increase the cost of trucks and will likehy result in higher
maintenance cost and downtime.

Trucking has done more than its fair share to clean the air in the South Coast and is already one of the mast highly
regulated industries in the State.

Mow is absolutely not the time to adopt new regulations such as attempting to expand the district's fleet rule authority
to private truck fleets and imposing facility emission caps on thousands of freight facilities, creating an unworkable,
dangerous, patchwork of rules.

We urge you to continue te work with truckers on incentive based approaches, fairly enforcing existing rules to provide
a level playing field to compliant fleets and to allow CARB and EPA to work with engine manufacturers on the adoption
of national emission standards.

T0-7
Con't

Sinceraly,
Steve Hansen



Comments and Responses to Comments on the 2016 AQMP

From: William Jarvis [mailto:william.jarvis@mclanefs.com]

Sent: Wednesday, October 12, 2016 10:29 AM

To: Wayne Nastri cswnastri@agmd.govs

Subject: AQMD Rules Will Be Bad For My Business and Our Teammates{Voters)

Williarm Jarvis
14813 Meridian Parkway
Riverside, CA 92562

Qctober 12, 2016

Dear Wayne Nastri,

| urge you to think for yourself and not be influenced by your peers. My company has spent millions to upgrade to
newer, cleaner trucks and eguipment to comply with existing CARB regulations. These investments have resulted in over
80% reductions in NOx and 99% reductions in PMZ.5.

CARB and EPA have signaled that they will adopt lower NOx standards for engines that will result in up to a 98%
reduction in NOx. These new emission standards will increase the cost of trucks and will likely result in higher
maintenance cost and downtime.

Frucking has done more than its Tair share to clean the air in the South Coast and is already one of the most highly 70-8
regulated industries in the State. Now is absolutely not the time to adopt draconian new regulations such as attempting
to expand the district's fleet rule authority to private truck fleets and imposing facility emission caps on thousands of
freight facilities, creating an unworkable patchwark of rules.

We urge you to continue to work with truckers on incentive based approaches, fairly enforcing existing rules to provide
2 lavel playing field to compliant fleets and to allow CARB and EPA to work with engine manufacturers on the adoption
of national emission standards.

Harmful rules are not the way to go. Work with the industry and not against itl

Sincerely,
William Jarvis - General Manager



Draft Final 2016 AQMP

From: Fredrick lohring [mailto:fred@gsitrans.com]
Sent: Wednesday, October 12, 2016 11:24 AM

To: Wayne Nastri <wnastri@agmd.gov=>

Subject: AQMD Rules Will B2 Bad For My Business

Fredrick Johring
2999 Pacific Commerce Dr.
East Rancho Dominguez, CA 90221

October 12, 2016

Dear Wayne Mastri,

My company has spent millions to upgrade to newer, cleaner trucks and equipment to comply with existing CARB
regulations. These investments have resulted in over 80% reductions in NOx and 599% reductions in PM2.5.

CARB and EPA have signaled that they will adopt lower NOx standards for engines that will result in up to a 98%
reduction in NOx. These new emission standards will increase the cost of trucks and will likely result in higher
maintenance cost and downtime.

Trucking has done maore than its fair share to clean the air in the South Coast and is already one of the most highly 70-9
regulated industries in the State. Now is absolutely not the time to adopt draconian new regulations such as attempting
to expand the district's fleet rule authority to private truck fleets and imposing facility emission caps on thousands of
freight facilities, creating an unworkable patchwork of rules.

We urge you to cantinue to work with truckers on incentive based approaches, fairly enforcing existing rules to provide
a level playing field to compliant fleets and to allow CARE and EPA to work with engine manufacturers on the adoption
of national emission standards.

Harmful rules are not the way to go. Work with the industry and not against it!

Sincerely,
Fred lohring



Comments and Responses to Comments on the 2016 AQMP

From: Michael Kelso [mailto:mikek@trimodal.com]
Sent: Wednesday, October 12, 2016 5:55 PM

To: Wayne Nastri «wnastri@agmd.gov

Subject: SCAQMD Proposed Measures

Michael Kelso
6962 Cerritos Ave.
Cypress, CA 90630

October 12, 2016

Dear Wayne Nastri,

My company has spent millions to upgrade to newer, cleaner trucks and equipment to comply with existing CARB
regulations. These investments have resulted in over 80% reductions in MOx and 55% reductions in PM2.5.

CARB and EPA have signaled that they will adopt lower NOx standards for engines that will result in up to a 98%
reduction in NOx. These new emission standards will increase the cost of trucks and will likely result in higher
maintenance cost and downtime.

F0-10
Trucking has done more than its fair share to clean the air in the South Coast and is already one of the most highly
regulated industries in the State. Now is absolutely not the time to adopt draconian new regulations such as attempting
to expand the district's fleet rule authority to private truck fleets and imposing facility emission caps on thousands of
freight facilities, creating an unwaorkable patchwork of rules.

We urge you to continue to work with truckers on incentive based approaches, fairly enforcing existing rules to provide
a level playing field to compliant fleets and to allow CARB and EPA to work with engine manufacturers on the adoption
of national emission standards.

Harmful rules are not the way to go. Work with the industry and not against it!

Sincerely,
Michael Kelso



Draft Final 2016 AQMP

From: Tiffany Leal [mailto:tiffanyleal@inland-group.com]
Sent: Wednesday, October 12, 2016 9:49 AM

To: Wayne Mastri <wnastri@agmd.gove>

Subject: AQMD Rules Will Be Bad For My Business

Tiffany Leal
9730 Cherry Ave
Fontana, CA 92335

QOctober 12, 2016

Dear Wayne MNastri,

My company has spent millions to upgrade to newer, cleaner trucks and equipment to comply with existing CARB
regulations. These investments have resulted in over 80% reductions in NOx and 959% reductions in PM2.5.

CARB and EPA have signaled that they will adopt lower NOx standards for engines that will result in up to a 98%
reduction in NOx. These new emission standards will increase the cost of trucks and will likely result in higher
maintenance cost and downtime.

Trucking has done more than its fair share to clean the air in the South Coast and is already one of the most highly 70-11
regulated industries in the State. Now is absolutely not the time to adopt draconian new regulations such as attempting
to expand the district's fleet rule authority to private truck fleets and imposing facility emission caps on thousands of
freight facilities, creating an unworkable patchwork of rules.

We urge you to continue to work with truckers on incentive based approaches, fairly enforcing existing rules to provide
a level playing field to compliant fleets and to allow CARB and EPA to work with engine manufacturers on the adoption
of naticnal emission standards.

Harmful rules are not the way to go. Work with the industry and not against itl

Sincerely,
Tiffany Leal



Comments and Responses to Comments on the 2016 AQMP

From: Valerie Liese [mailto:vliese@jjtinc.com]
Sent: Wednesday, October 12, 2016 4:15 PM
To: Wayne Nastri <wnastri@agmd.gove
Subject: Proposed regulations for 5. California

Valerie Liese
1090 E. Belmant 5t.
Ontario, CA 91761

October 12, 2016

Dear Wayne Nastri,

My comparny has spant hundrads of thousands of dollars to upgrade to newer, cleaner trucks and equipment to comply
with existing CARB regulations. And yet, you say that's not enough.

Unfortunately, manufacturers were nat given enough time to develop engines and retrofit equipment, resulting in
mechanical failures, thus leaving the trucking industry with trucks in our shops most of time, rather than on the roads
being productive.

Because of these rules, just coming out of a recession, and eguipment that continuously failed or burnt to the ground,|
had to clase my doors after 45 years in a family-owned business in California because of your mandates. With your new
proposed regulations, you will guarantee even more businesses closing their doors, more unemployment and prices
raising dramatically.

Comprehensive rules must be made not only statewide, butl nationwide. To make rulings for our area alone, will ensure
all industries and businesses suffer. 7012

CARB and EPA have signaled that they will adopt lower NOx standards for engines that will result in up to a 98%
reduction in MOx. These new emission standards will increase the cost of trucks and will likely result in higher
maintenance cost and downtime.

Trucking has done more than its fair share to clean the air in the South Coast and is already one of the maost highly
regulated industries in the State. Now is absolutely not the time to adopt draconian new regulations such as attempting
to expand the district's fleet rule authority to private truck fleets and imposing facility emission caps on thousands of
freight facilities, creating an unworkable patchwork of rules.

We urge you to continue to work with truckers on incentive based approaches, fairly enforcing existing rules to provide
a level playing field to compliant fleets and to allow CARB and EPA to work with engine manufacturers on the adoption
of national emission standards.

Harmful rules are not the way to go. Work with the industry and not against it! E:H ;
on't

sincerely,

Valerie Liese



Draft Final 2016 AQMP

From: Chris McMatt [mailto:cmcnatt@gmail.com)]
Sent: Wednesday, October 12, 2016 10:19 AM
To: Wayne Nastri <wnastrid@agmd.gov=

Subject: AQOMD Overreach

Chris McMatt
1175 Kipling Avenue
Los Angeles, CA 90041

October 12, 2016

Dear Wayne Nastri,

My clients’ companies have spent millions to upgrade to newer, cleaner trucks and equipment to comply with existing
CARB regulations. These investments have resulted in over 80% reductions in NOx and 99% reductions in PM2.5.

CARB and EPA have signaled that they will adopt lower NOx standards for engines that will result in up toc a 98%
reduction in NOx. These new emission standards will increase the cost of trucks and will likely result in higher
maintenance cost and downtime.

Trucking has dane mare than its fair share to clean the air in the South Coast and is already one of the most highly
regulated industries in the State. Now is absolutely not the time to adopt draconian new regulations such as attempting
to expand the district's fleet rule authority to private truck fleets and imposing facility emission caps on thousands of
freight facilities, creating an unworkable patchwork of rules.

We urge you to continue to work with truckers on incentive based approaches, fairly enforcing existing rules to provide
a level playing field to compliant fleets and to allow CARB and EPA to work with engine manufacturers on the adoption
of national emission standards.

Harmful rules are not the way to go. Work with the industry and not against it!

Sincerely,
Chris McNatt

70-13



Comments and Responses to Comments on the 2016 AQMP

From: Robert Nearing [mailto:robert.nearing@mclanefs.com)
Sent: Wednesday, October 12, 2016 10:39 AM

To: Wayne MNastri <wnastri@agmd.gov>

Subject: AQMD Rules Will B2 Bad For My Businass

Robert Mearing
14813
Riverside, CA 92518

October 12, 2016

Dear Wayne MNastri,

My company has spent millions to upgrade 1o newer, cleaner trucks and equipment to comply with existing CARB
regulations. These investments have resulted in over 80% reductions in NOx and 99% reductions in PM2.5.

CARB and EPA hawve signaled that they will adopt lower NOx standards for engines that will result in up toc a 98%
reduction in NOx. These new emission standards will increase the cost of trucks and will likely result in higher
maintenance cost and downtime.

Trucking has done more than its fair share to clean the air in the South Coast and is already one of the most highly 70-14
regulated industries in the State. Now is absolutely not the time to adopt draconian new regulations such as attempting
to expand the district's fleet rule authority to private truck fleets and impaosing facility emission caps on thousands of
freight facilities, creating an unworkable patchwork of rules.

We urge you to continue to work with truckers on incentive based approaches, fairly enforcing existing rules to provide
a level playing field to compliant fleets and to allow CARB and EPA to work with engine manufacturers on the adoption
of national emission standards.

Harmful rules are not the way to go. Work with the industry and not against it!

Sincerely,
Robert Nearing



Draft Final 2016 AQMP

From: Ron Overacker [mailto:roveracker@socogroup.com]
Sent: Wednesday, October 12, 2016 9:29 AM

To: Wayne Nastri <wnastri@agmd.gov=>

Subject: Incentives Can Help My Business

Ron Overacker
145 Vernon Way
El Cajon, CA 92020

October 12, 2016

Dear Wayne MNastri,

My company has spent millions to upgrade to newer, cleaner trucks and equipment to comply with existing CARB
regulations. These investments have resulted in over 80% reductions in NOx and 98% reductions in PM2.5.

CARB and EPA have signaled that they will adopt lower NOx standards for engines that will result in up to a 98%
reduction in NOx. These new emission standards will increase the cost of trucks and will likely result in higher
maintenance cost and downtime.

Trucking has done more than its fair share to clean the air in the South Coast and is already one of the maost highly 70-15
regulated industries in the State. Now is absolutely not the time to adopt draconian new regulations such as attempting
to expand the district's fleet rule authority to private truck fleets and imposing facility emission caps on thousands of
freight facilities, creating an unworkable patchwork of rules.

We urge you to continue to work with truckers on incentive based approaches, fairly enforcing existing rules to provide
a level playing field to compliant fleets and to allow CARBE and EPA to work with engine manufacturers on the adoption
of national emission standards.

Harmful rules are not the way to go. Work with the industry and not against it!

Sincerely,
Ron Overacker



Comments and Responses to Comments on the 2016 AQMP

From: anthony peters [mailto:peterstrucking@yaghoo.com]
Sent: Wednesday, October 12, 2016 5:05 PM

To: Wayne Nastri <wnastri@agmd.gov>

Subject: AQMD Rules Will Be Bad For My Businass

anthany peters
po box 397
gustine, CA 95322

October 12, 2016

Dear Wayne Nastri,

My company has spent millions to upgrade 1o newer, cleaner trucks and equipment to comply with existing CARB
regulations. These investrments have resulted in over 80% reductions in NOx and 99% reductions in PM2.5.

CARB and EPA have signaled that they will adopt lower NOx standards for engines that will result in up to a 98%
reduction in MOx. These new emission standards will increase the cost of trucks and will likely result in higher
maintenance cost and downtime.

) e . . . 70-16
Trucking has done more than its fair share to clean the air in the South Coast and is already ane of the most highly
regulated industries in the State. Now is absalutely not the time to adopt draconian new regulations such as attempting
to expand the district's fleet rule authority to private truck fleets and imposing facility emission caps on thousands of
freight facilities, creating an unworkable patchwork of rules.

We urge you to continue to work with truckers on incentive based approaches, fairly enforcing existing rules to provide
a level playing field to compliant fleets and to allow CARB and EPA to work with engine manufacturers on the adoption
of national emission standards.

Harmful rules are not the way to go. Work with the industry and not against it!

Sincerely,
ANTHONY PETERS



Draft Final 2016 AQMP

From: Peter Schneider [mailto:pschneider@tgstrans.com]
sent: Wednesday, October 12, 2016 1:14 PM

To: Wayne Nastri <wnastri@agmd.govs

Subject: Incentives Can Help My Business

Peter Schneider
PO Box 2668
Fresno, CA 93745

October 12, 2016

Dear Wayne Nastri,

My company has spent millions to upgrade to newer, clzaner trucks and equipment to comply with existing CARE
regulations. These investments have resulted in over 80% reductions in MOx and 99% reductions in PM2.5.

CARB and EPA have signaled that they will adopt lower NOx standards for engines that will result in up to a 98%
reduction in NOx. These new emission standards will increase the cost of trucks and will likely result in higher
maintenance cost and downtime.

Trucking has done more than its fair share to clean the air in the South Coast and is already one of the most highly 70-17
regulated industries in the State. Now is absolutely not the time to adopt draconian new regulations such as attempting
to expand the district's fleet rule authority to private truck fleets and imposing facility emission caps on thousands of
freight facilities, creating an unworkable patchwork of rules.

We urge you to continue to work with truckers on incentive based approaches, fairly enforcing existing rules to provide
a level playing field to compliant fleets and to allew CARB and EPA to work with engine manufacturers on the adoption

of national emission standards.

Harmful rules are not the way to go. Work with the industry and not against it!

Sincerely,
Peter Schneider



Comments and Responses to Comments on the 2016 AQMP

From: Tabin Shirk [mailto:tebin@mammettrucking.com]
Sent: Thursday, October 13, 2016 7:56 AM

To: Wayne Nastri <wnastrid@agmd.gov=>

Subject: Yes to Incentives! No to AQGMD Dracionian Rules!

Tabin Shirk
126 M.Heliotrope Ave.
Monrovia, CA 91016

October 13, 2016

Dear Wayne Nastri,

My company has spent millions to upgrade to newer, cleaner trucks and equipment to comply with existing CARB
regulations. These investments have resulted in over 80% reductions in NOx and 5% reductions in PM2.5.

CARB and EPA have signaled that they will adopt lower NOx standards for engines that will result in up to a 98%
reduction in MOx. These new emission standards will increase the cost of trucks and will likely result in higher
maintenance cost and downtime.

Trucking has done maore than its fair share to clean the air in the South Coast and is already one of the mast highly
regulated industries in the State. Now is absolutely not the time to adopt draconian new regulations such as attempting
to expand the district's fleet rule authority to private truck fleets and imposing facility emission caps on thousands of
freight facilities, creating an unworkable patchwork of rules.

We urge you to continue to work with truckers on incentive based approaches, fairly enforcing existing rules to provide
a level playing field to compliant fleets and to allow CARE and EPA to work with engine manufacturers on the adoption
of national emission standards.

Harmful rules are not the way to go. Work with the industry and not against it!

Sincerely,
Tobin Shirk
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From: Kenneth Shuemake [mailto:Pshuemake @shcglobal.net]
Sent: Wednesday, October 12, 2016 9:19 AM

To: Wayne Nastri <wnastri@agmd.govs

Subject: Incentives Can Help My Business

Kenneth Shuemake
744 O Street
Firebaugh, CA 93622

October 12, 2016

Dear Wayne Nastri,

My company has spent millions to upgrade to newer, cleaner trucks and equipment to comply with existing CARE
regulations. These investments have resulted in over 80% reductions in NOx and 95% reductions in PM2.5.

CARB and EPA have signaled that they will adopt lower NOx standards for engines that will result in up to a 98%
reduction in NOx. These new emission standards will increase the cost of trucks and will likely result in higher
maintenance cost and downtime.

Trucking has done maore than its fair share to clean the air in the South Coast and is already one of the most highly
regulated industries in the State. Mow is absolutely not the time to adopt draconian new regulations such as attempting
to expand the district's fleet rule authority to private truck fleets and impaosing facility emission caps on thousands of
freight facilities, creating an unworkable patchwork of rules.

We urge you to continue to work with truckers on incentive based approaches, fairly enforcing existing rules to provide
a level playing field to compliant fleets and to allow CARB and EPA to work with engine manufacturers on the adoption
of national emission standards.

Harmful rules are not the way to go. Work with the industry and not against it!

Sincerely,
Kenneth Shuemake
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From: Greg Stefflre [mailto:gregstefflre@gmail.com)]
Sent: Thursday, October 13, 2016 7:26 AM

To: Wayne Nastri <wnastri@agmd.gove

Subject: Incentives Can Help My Business

Greg Steffire
675 Green View Rd.
La Habra Heights, CA 90631

October 13, 2016

Dear Wayne Nastri,

My company has spent millions to upgrade to newer, cleaner trucks and equipment to comply with existing CARB
regulations. These investments have resulted in over 80% reductions in NOx and 29% reductions in PM2.5.

CARB and EPA have signaled that they will adopt lower NOx standards for engines that will result in up to a 98%
reduction in NOx. These new emission standards will increase the cost of trucks and will likely result in higher
maintenance cost and downtime.

Trucking has done more than its fair share to clean the air in the South Coast and is already one of the most highly
regulated industries in the State. Now is absolutely not the time to adopt draconian new regulations such as attempting
to expand the district's fleet rule authority to private truck fleets and imposing facility emission caps on thousands of
freight facilities, creating an unworkable patchwork of rules.

T0-20

We urge you to continue to work with truckers on incentive based approaches, fairly enforcing existing rules to provide
a level playing field to compliant fleets and to allow CARE and EPA to work with engine manufacturers on the adoption
of naticnal emission standards.

Harmful rules are not the way to go. Work with the industry and not against it!

Sincerely,
Greg Stefflre
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Responses to Comment Letter from Individual Trucking Companies
(Comment Letter #70)

Response to Comments 70-1 to 70-20:

Thank you for your comments. The SCAQMD staff is working with CARB to identify additional funding in
the near-term that will help turnover older trucks to trucks which meet and exceed the latest emission
standards. Regardless, according to the 2016 AQMP emissions inventory, heavy-duty diesel trucks were
still the highest source for NOx emissions in 2012. Although emissions in future years are expected to be
lowered, NOx emissions from heavy-duty diesel trucks in the South Coast are still significant and should
be reduced to protect public health.

While the acquisition of a truck that meets the current 2010 emission standard is important, the region
must go beyond current standards in order to attain federal air quality standards by their applicable
deadlines. As such, CARB will be developing new engine standards. Meanwhile, the SCAQMD has
petitioned U.S. EPA to establish new national engine emission standards. As incentives funding
opportunities are identified, we would encourage the acquisition of trucks with the cleanest available
engines.
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Comment Letter from Diesel 2 Gas Solutions (Comment Letter #71)

From: lim Villa [mailto:jim @diesel2gas.com)

Sent: Friday, October 21, 2016 2:30 PM

To: Diana Thai <dthai@agmd. gove

Cc: Bob Butler <bob@generator-services.com>; Drew Butler <drew@diesel2gas.com>
Subject: RE: Request for Additional Information - Diesel2Gas and CNG Direct

Hi Diana,

Here are some questions/comments we have regarding the AQMP in regards to Bi-Fuel and Flare Gas Recovery in CMB-
01 and CMB-03 respectively:

For Bi-Fuel

»  What other incentive does the end user have by converting to Bi-Fuel? Does it simply help their facility reduce
MNOx output, or are there benefits for the equipment?

* What does the client have to do to qualify for the funds? Do the funds come after the job is complete? How
long will it take to get the funds?

*  Since our system is CARB certified, will it still require a source test?

* In Table 4, are the funds available per unit or per facility?

o Will lower Tier levels (T-1 & T-2) be targeted first since the % of NOx levels reduced is greater with a Bi-Fuel
system?

*  The ACQMP lists 60 retrofit opportunities. How are these units or facilities identified? If there are additional
units/facilities identified, will they gualify for the funds as well? When do the funds run out?

For CNG transportation/Flare Gas Recovery

In regards to flare gas recovery, can the option of utilizing CNG trailers be considered? In CMB-03, one of the options
that is not discussed is transporting stranded gas (IV-A-80) through CNG trailers to the pipeline or to a site that is able to
utilize the gas. This is an option that avoids the need for flares.

We are currently completing construction on a project where we will be doing this is Bakersfield. It will be up and
running within the next couple months. The client pays us to transport the fuel to the pipeline, or we have the option to
purchase the fuel and sell it to our clients. The gas needs to be cleaned up to pipeline quality. We are currently working
with SIVAPCD on flare gas capture incentives and/or grants that would help eliminate all types of flaring occurring in
their air districts. Currently this is the only option that eliminates all flaring either emergency, intermittant or constant
and uses. If you would like us to share the information we have been working with on 5IVAPCD or would like to work
with thern we would be happy to help in any way.

Best regards,
lim

Jim \illa

Regional Sales Manager

Diezel 2 Gas Solutions

909-917-3501 Cell 1
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Responses to Comment Letter from Diesel 2 Gas Solutions
(Comment Letter #71)

Response to Comment 71-1:

CMB-01 is designed to transition to zero NOx emission technologies where and when technology is
feasible and cost-effective and near-zero NOx technologies in all other applications. Along with NOx
reductions, equipment owners and operators may experience other co-benefits such as increased energy
efficiency, reduced maintenance, greenhouse gas (GHG) reductions, and/or a reduction in criteria
pollutants. A facility converting a diesel internal combustion engine (ICE) to a bi-fuel system, in addition
to reducing NOx emissions, may also reduce operating costs, reduce maintenance, create fuel savings,
and extend run times.

The incentive program will be developed in detail with comprehensive guidelines that are approved by
the SCAQMD Governing Board. Public working groups or workshops will take place to discuss the
guidelines and incentives, including fund distribution. Facilities that qualify for incentives shall submit
applications during an open enrollment period. Projects will be evaluated based on criteria, including, but
not limited to, emission reductions, cost-effectiveness, age of equipment, remaining useful life of existing
equipment, Environmental Justice (EJ) considerations, and small business status.

The working group will discuss whether zero and/or near-zero emission technologies will require source
testing. Source testing may be required to verify proper equipment operation or that equipment meets
emission limits.

Older higher emitting NOx equipment will be targeted by this control measure. The purpose of the
incentive program is to create opportunities and make it more cost-effective to replace equipment,
transition to zero or near-zero technologies, encourage earlier change-out of higher-emitting equipment,
and drive technology development and cost reduction. Projects that are more cost-effective may be given
priority compared to other projects with less NOx reductions and higher costs (larger incentives needed).

The retrofit opportunities identified in CMB-01, Table 5 - “Incentive Effectiveness by Category” (formerly
Table 4) are a demonstration of source categories staff identified for potential emission reductions
through incentive funding and costs for replacement or control equipment currently available. Upon
implementation and formation of a working group, new zero or near-zero emitting technologies can be
identified as well as other sources for potential NOx reductions. If more cost-effective NOx reductions
are achieved through one source category, it may lessen the need from another NOx source category.
Once a facility applies for an incentive program, the facility will need to identify the zero or near-zero
technology with they wish to replace or retrofit their older higher emitting equipment. The number of
units/facilities identified for retrofits were based on staffs’ estimate of cost-effective emission reduction
opportunities. If additional units/facilities are identified, they may qualify for funding if funds are
available.

Response to Comment 71-2:

The option of utilizing CNG trailers may be considered to transport stranded gas. Staff may need to take
into consideration increased vehicle emissions from bringing a sufficient number of CNG trailers to
transport stranded gas from a site. Staff is open to methods of control that would eliminate flaring and
provide beneficial use of gas from non-refinery sources. A working group will be formed during
rulemaking to discuss further options and details of the rule.
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Comment Letter from Western States Petroleum Association (Comment Letter #72)

WSPR

Western States Petroleum Association
Credible Solutions » Responsive Service = Since 1907

Fatty Senecal
Director, Southern Califomia Region

4 November 2016 Via Email: PFine@agmd gov

Dr. Philip Fine

Deputy Executive Officer

South Coast Air Quality Management District
21865 Coplev Drive

Diamond Bar, CA 91765

Re:  WS5PA Comments on the Revised Draft 2016 Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP)

Dear Dr. Fine:

Western States Petrolenm Association (WSPA) is a non-profit trade association representing companies
that explore for, produce, refine, transport and market petrolenm, petroleum products, natural gas and
other energy supplies in California, Arizona, Nevada, Oregon, and Washington. WSPA member
companies operate pefroleum refineries and other facilities in the South Coast Air Basin that wall
potentially be affected by the information presented in the Revised Draft 2016 Air Quality Management
Plan.

) . ] . . ) T2-1
WSPA appreciates the opportunity to submit these comments and confinues to support the regional air
quality planning process. Over the last two decades. Southern California’s industrial facilities (1e.,
stationary sources including the region’s petroleum refineries) have reduced their emissions by over 70
percent for most criteria pollutants including nitrogen oxides (NOy) and sulfur oxides (50y). And by
2023, these industries will have further reduced their NOy emission by another 45 percent.

Our general comments in the Revised Draft AQMP are as follows:

1. The AQMP control strategy should exclude all measures not needed to minimally achieve the
region’s carrying capacity targets for attainment of the National Ambient Air Quality
Standards (NAAQS).

As presented in the Revised Draft AQMP.! the proposed control strategy continues to include a mumber 122

of measures which are not necessary for meeting the AQMP objectives. These additional measures are

not shown as necessary for reaching the region’s “carrying capacity.” In fact, most of these extra
measures have no quantified emission benefits vet would impose considerable costs on the Southern

Califormia economy. They should be removed from the AQMP.

! $CAQMD, Revised Draft 2016 AQMP, Table ES-2 (October 2016).
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1, The AQMP control strategy should prioritize non-regulatory, incentive based approaches to
reducing emissions outside the Stare Strategy. The AQMP should consider the potential
benefits of extending incentives to reduce costs to industrial stationary sources.

To the extent they are needed to demonstrate attainment. WSPA is supportive of the AQMP’s inclusion
of control measures based on incentives and other non-regulatory approaches intended to accelerate the
transition of vehicles, buildings, and industrial facilities to cleaner technologies. Southern California’s
industrial facilities (ie.. stationary sources including the region’s petrolenm refineries) have
dramatically reduced their emissions by over 70 percent for most criteria pollutants over the last two
decades, and by 2023 these same industries will have further reduced their NOy; emission by another 45
percent”. With these additional reductions, industrial facilities may not be able to further reduce
emissions in a cost effective manner absent financial incentives. 9.3
Industrial sector employment is a vital part of the regional economy. The AQMP should extend the use
of incentives to include large stationary sources, including major sources presently subject to the
REECLATIM program. This could serve to accelerate the deplovment of lower enussion technologies and
would be consistent with recent discussions at the Ad Hoc Committee on Large Compliance Investments
and Future Regulatory Certainty to consider targeted incentives. financing. and funding programs as
means for promoting emission reductions and helping businesses remain economically viable, especially
in environmental justice areas

3. Given the December 2015 and October 2016 amendments to the RECLAIM program,
Proposed CMB-05 (Further NOx Reductions from RECLATIM Assessment [NOx]) is
unreasonable and lacks any technical foundation. Proposed measure CMB-05 should be
completely removed from the AQMP.

In December 2015, the AQMD Governing Board approved the single largest adjustment to the NOx
REECLATIM program since it began in 1994 When fully implemented, those amendments will have
removed at least 12 tons per day (tpd) from the NOx RECLATM market; a 45% reduction.  This is on
top of the nearly 70% reduction in NOx emissions achieved under RECLATIM since 1994,

The December 2015 rulemaking made RECLAIM adjustments to reflect the (perceived) advancement of
NOx Best Available Retrofit Control Technology (BARCT) for various equipment by establishing new
RECLATM Trading Credit (RTC) adjustment factors for year 2016 and beyond. That mulemaking also
took “credit” for the fact that certain companies had left Southern California, and made adjustments for | 72-4
anficipated future growth of industrial sectors covered by the RECLATIM program. The December 2015
mlemaking also included an “off-ramp™ for electricity generating facilities (EGF) at BACT or BARCT.
That last provision. if optioned by qualifiing EGFs. could result in additional RTCs being removed from
the RECLAIM program above and beyvond the 12 tpd market adjustment approved by the Governing
Board. And in October 2016, the Governing Board adopted further amendments that will remove even
more RTCs from the NOx RECLAIM Program in the event of future RECLAIM facility shutdowns.

As presented in the Revised Draft AQMP, the proposed measure purports to address “__issues that arose
during recent NOx RECLAIM amendments. These measureas listed below would be designed to achieve

? SCAQMD December 2015 amendments to the NOx RECLAIM program, Eule 2002, adopted 124/13.
¥ SCAQMD Ad Hoc Committes on Large Compliance Investments and Future Regulatory Certainty, September 2, 2016.
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additional actual and/or 5IP creditable emission reductions from the RECLAIM Program and ensure
Jfuture eguivalency with command-and-control regulations.”  As detailed below. each of these “issues”
has already been addressed in the December 2015 or October 2016 rulemakings or are otherwise moot.

Specifically, the Revised Draft AQMP suggests the following reasons:

Note: Changes from the first draft AQMP are represented as follows: removed words are crossed out and added words are
underlined.

Issue as Presented: “Assess whether more SIP creditable and/or actual emission reductions could be
achieved without the RECLAIM program, and if s, explore how the program could be sunsef in an
orderly and equitable fashion. Assessmentoifwhethertlhe cost-effectiveness benefits that the
RECLAIM market was intended to provide may stitlexist cease to exist given the need for all feasible

NOx reductions and the potential lack of lower-cost confrol options. As many of the program s original
advantages appear to be diminishing and Fenerating increased scrutiny,an orderiy sunset of the

RECLAIM program may be r.Fi'e hast ug_k io create more rgﬂfm'{m rermm& mm’ rea‘uc:e camghrmr

long-term elimination of the praf:mm

As stated earlier in this letter, the RECLAIM program has been very successful over the past 20 vears,
and with the recent amendments in December 2015, significant emission reductions will continue to be
realized over the next 6 years. A sunset of the program would be a policy matter to be debated by the
Governing Board and should not only include a detailed socioceconomic assessment to consider the
potential impacts to the regional economy but also a thorough review of the District’s legal obligations
under the California Health & Safety Code. Additionally. Staff has not offered any information to
suggest such a policy change could even yield creditable reductions. For these reasons, a sunset of the
RECLATM program is. af best, premature, and should not be included as an alternative in the AQMP.

Issue as Presented: “Consider options for facilities at BACT or BARCT and/or facilities with no
allocations (structural byers) fo exit the program and be subject fo command and control regulations.
The most recent NOx amendment allowed EGFs to voluntarily opt-out of RECLAIM. Such an option
could be extended to other facilities, and potentially [ead to more AQMP creditable emission reductions

The December 2015 mlemaking already featured an “off-ramp™ for EGFs at BACT or BARCT. and that
mlemaking (bv design) would force the remaining RECLATM facilities to meet the Staff s BARCT
levels (found in Rule 2002) on a programmatic basis. As stated previously, if optioned by qualifying
EGFs, the provision could result in additional RTCs being removed from the RECTLATM program above
and beyond the 12 tpd market adjustment approved by the Governing Board. Therefore, WSPA
cautions staff from including additional “off-ramp” provisions in the AQMP until the impact of its
implementation is clearly understood on the RECLATM program.

Issue as Presented: “Consider command-and-control regulation overlays fo certain RECLAIM
Jfacilities. For some RECLAIM facilities a command-and-confrol averlay may be the best way to reduce
NOx emissions while maintaining the required equivalency with command and contral. ™

* SCAQMD Draft AQMP, Appendix IV, page TV-A-88 et seq.

72-4
Con't
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The December 2015 rulemaking by design forces RECLAIM facilities fo meet the Staff's BARCT levels
(found in Rule 2002) on a programmatic basis. Those BARCT levels in most cases are equal to or more ?_‘2__":
stringent than current BACT © The suggested “command-and-control overlays™ would fundamentally Con't
conflict with Regulation 3 program design. And given the December 2015 amendments, there is no
evidence to suggest thev would yield additional creditable emission reductions.

Issue as Presented: “dssass the need for and the size of the differential between RTC holdings and

actual emissions. The size of this unused RTC margin is affected by the possible need for a compliance
margin, uncerfainties in the growth projections for existing and new businesses, facility and equipment
shutdowns, and holdings by investors. A full assessment may allow for an optimization of the size of the
margin that could allow for firther RTC reductions.” 72-8

During the December 2015 mulemaking. it was noted that overall, the NOx RECLAIM market had. in
recent years (1.e., 2011-2013), exhibited an unused RTC margin of 4-6 tpd depending on the vear and
prevailing economic conditions. In the context of that period’s market cap of 26.5 tpd, the 4-6 tpd
represented 15-25% of the overall NOx RTC market. By its very design. the December 2015
mulemaking will have eliminated nearly all of those previously unused RTCs once fully implemented by
2023 This historical observation does not represent a valid basis for further market adjustment.

Issue as Presented: “Adssess facility and equipment shutdowns and the removal of associated RTCs
[from the markei. Under command-and-control rules, shutdown emission credifs are heavily discounted
to BACT, based on the last 2 years of operation. While there is no discount of crediis for a RECLAIM
[facility or equipment shutdown, the overall RTCs available fo RECLAIM facilities have been reduced
over time to reflect the advancement of BARCT (i.e., command-and-control equivalency). In some cases,
these BARCT levels are equal to, or more stringent than, BACT determinations. However, these credits,
if not removed from the program, could reduce the incentive fo implement cost-effective controls that 72-9
would otherwise be required under command-and-control. California Health & Safety Code Section
3961 6¢c)i1) requires that RECLAIM, a market-based program, will result in equivalent or greater
reduction in emissions at equivalent or less cost compared with current command and control
regulations and future air quality measures that would otherwise have been adopted as part of the
SCAOMD s plan for attainment. Amendmenis are currently being considered to address RTCs upon
facility shutdowns. ™

On 7 October 2016, the Governing Board adopted additional amendments to RECLAIM which
comprehensively addressed the facility shutdown issue. This “1ssue” 15 now resolved and should be
removed from the AQMP.

Issue as Presented: “Perform additional or more frequent BARCT assessments and adjust allocations
as control technologies improve and are implemented in practice.” 510
AQMD is already obligated to perform such assessments under the California Health & Safety Code

Such assessments would trigger future mulemaking if it was concluded that BARCT was more stringent
than the levels stated i Rule 2002. Given the severity of the BARCT determinations in the December

¥ SCAQMD 2016 AQMP, Appendix IV, page IV-A-89. “In some cases, these BARCT levels are equal to, or more stringent
than, BACT determinations.”
¢ H&SC §39616(c).
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2015 rulemaking, some of which are more stringent than accepted BACT, there is no fechnical basis at | 72-10
this time to suggest that BARCT advancement will be able to vield an additional 5 tpd of NOx emissions | Con't
from RECLATM facilifies by 2031.

Issue as Presented: “Re-examination of the RECLAIM program if RTC prices hit the upper or lower
threshold amounts. The current NOx RECLAIM regulation has a lower price threshold of 8200,000 per
ton (infinite year block) and upper price thresholds of 322,500 and $35,000 per ton (discrete year;
annual and 3-month average, respectively). The levels of these thresholds or additional threshelds could
be modified commensurate with fiture BARCT assessments and aftainment needs.”

California Health and Safety Code requires the District to make certain findings when adopting mles
and regulations to implement a market-based incentive program, including a determination that:

- The program will result in an equivalent or greater reduction in emissions at equivalent or less
cost compared with current command and control regulations and future air quality measures that
would otherwise have been adopted as part of the district’s plan for attainment.

- The program will provide a level of enforcement and monitoring, to ensure compliance with
emission reduction requirements, comparable with command and control air qualify measures
that would otherwise have been adopted by the district for inclusion in the district’s plan for 72-11
atfainment.

- The program will not result in a greater loss of jobs or more significant shifts from higher to

lower skilled jobs. on an overall districtwide basis, than that which would exist under command
and control air quality measures that would otherwise have been adopted as part of the district’s
plan for attainment.

- The program will not result in disproportionate impacts, measured on an aggregate basis, on
those stationary sources included in the program compared to other permifted stationary sources
in the district’s plan for attainment.”

Any reconsideration of price triggers or cost effectiveness thresholds would need to be supported by
findings that the program will not result in disproportionate impacts, measured on an aggregate basis, on
those facilities included in the RECLAIM program as compared to other permitted stationary sources in
the District. Given the severity of the December 2015 and October 2016 amendments, we are skeptical
that such a finding could be made af this time. We do not believe this issue supports further reductions
in the NOy RECLATM market.

Issue as Presented: “dssess the impacts of imvesiors holding RTCs. Investors have historically played
an important role in the RECLAIM program. However, their holding of RTCs has posed problems with
the trading and identification of reductions because they are not RECLAIM facilities that have an initial | 72_12
allocation or a potential to reduce NOx emissions.”

This topic appears to be a policy matter which would need to be considered by the Governing Board and
possibly state legislation. Califormia Health & Safety Code specifically provides that EECLATM “shall
achieve emission reductions across a spectrum of sources by allowing for trading of emissions trading

T H&SC §39616(c).
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units for quantifiable reductions in emissions from a significant number of different sources.” Absent a

change in policy directive, this does not support further reductions in the NOx RECLATM market.

To summarize, the basis presented in the Revised Draft AQMP for proposed Control Measure CMB-05
do not support this control measure given the RECLATM program changes already adopted under the
December 2015 and October 2016 milemakings. Furthermore, the proposed measure lacks any rationale
to support the notion that 5 tpd of additional creditable emission reductions could be achieved by 2031. | 7212
For these reasons. proposed measure CMB-05 should be completely removed from the AQMP. If the Con't
District insists on including a RECLATIM control measure in this AQMP, the enussion reduction should
be represented as a range since what is included in the AQMP is the mininmim commitment to USEPA
that must be met. We recommend a range of 0-3 tpd. WSPA believes this range adequately encompasses
the uncertainty on all the components listed above, some already adopted (Le. facility shutdown credits)
and some to be considered (1.e. command-and-control overlays), but none of them have specific
reductions that have been analvzed and justified. And further, WSPA believes that anv additional
adjustment to RECLAIM Trading Credits (RTCs) under the NOx RECLAIM program should be applied
equally to all NOx RECLAIM market participants as a proporfion of their present RTC holdings
consistent with the founding principles of the RECLAIM program.

4. The costs presented for proposed control measure CMB-05 (RECLAIM) in Table 6-5 are
significantly understated. This understatement compromises the Governing Board’s ability to
make in informed policy decision.

Revised Draft AQMP Table 6-5 presents the cost for proposed measure CMB-05 at $13.500 - $21.000
per ton of NOy reduced. This is supposedly based on information in the Staff Report for the December
2015 amendments to Regulation XX, However, WSPA previously provided information to the District
which clearly demonstrated that the cost for refinery sector emission reductions bevond those required in
the December 2015 amendments would be significantly higher.

WSPA, through a third party contractor, conducted a confidential cost survey of the Southern California
refineries related to total capifal and operating costs for compliance with the District’s proposed NOx
FECLAIM shaves. This proprietary information was submitted by refiners on a confidential basis fo
the third-party contractor who de-identified and aggregated the compliance costs for the overall industry.
That forecast suggested the refinery sector compliance costs for the December 2015 shave would be 72-13
nearly twice the estimate presented by AQMD staff

Furthermore, WSPA's contractor also projected that additional NOx reductions could cost the refining
industry as much as $120,000 per ton. vsing a 10-vear equipment life. Even using Staff's liberal 25-vr
equipment life assumption, the estimated costs for additional reductions came to over $55,000 per ton of
NO=x. While proposed measure CMB-03 fails to explain how any additional reductions from RECLAIM
might actually be achieved (see above). it does openly confemplate the imposition of command-and-
control overlays that might further increase compliance costs for RECLAIM sources beyond previous
projections.

¥ California Health & Safety Code §40440.1(a).
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5. Proposed measured CMB-01 should be expanded to include facilities in the RECLAIM
program.
Proposed measure CMB-01, Transition to Zero and Near-Zero Emission Technologies for Stationary
Sources, would seek emissions reductions of NOy and VOCs from traditional combustion sources by
replacement with zero and near-zero emussion technologies. This incentive measure would help fund
qualifying technology changes by deploying funding or grants to encourage the immediate vse of clean,
low emussion technologies. Such facility modermzation concepts have been extensively discussed with
stakeholders and were summarized in the Business Case for Clean Air Strategies White Paper. But for
some reason. the current CMB-01 proposal would exclude RECLATM facilities without exception.
Given the interest in promoting feasible emission reductions from combustion sources, we see no reason
for such a broad exclusion.

Proposed measure CMB-01 should be revised to allow RECLAIM facilities with qualifving projects to
participate in the incentive funding program.

6. Under proposed Measure FUG-01 (Improved Leak Detection and Repair), WSPA supports the
use of Smart-LDAR as a substitute for conventional LDAR programs. This would be the
intended purpose of "Smart-LDAR™ and could help to resolve the inefficient and labor
intensive effort associated with conventional LDAR programs.

The Revised Draft AQMP includes a proposed control measure which describes a wide-ranging
approach to potentially further reducing VOC emissions from fugitive emission components at
petrolenm industry facilities and chemical plants. The control measure again focuses on the potential use
of optical gas imaging technology (as it did the 2012 and 2007 AQMPs).” Optical gas imaging (OGI)
technology was borne out of a desire fo conduct fugitive emission LDAR programs in a more efficient
manner (thus, the term "Smart-LDAR"). Prior AQMPs have specifically recognized the inefficient and
labor intensive effort associated with conventional LDAR programs; however, this concept is not
addressed in FUG-01.

WSPA appreciates that the Revised Draft AQMP s language for this control measure has been revised to
(potentially) allow the use of Smart-LDAR technologies as an alternative to inefficient conventional
LDAR programs. This would be the intended purpose of "Smart-LDAR" and could help to resolve the
inefficient and labor intensive effort associated with conventional LDAR programs.

7. Proposed Measure FUG-01 (Improved Leak Detection and Repair) should be revised to clarify
that Smart-LDAR would not be required as a supplement to conventional LDAR inspections.

The Revised Draft AQMP states that: “Consideration will be made, where appropriate, for the use of
Smart LDAR as a substitute for existing LDAR programs. Some smart LDAR technologies are
qualitative only and the lack of quantitative information would require the contimied use of existing
LDAR programs in those situations.”

As noted above, we support the concept of potentially replacing traditional LDAR programs with Smart-
LDAR technologies. Industry would be strongly opposed to requirements for vsing Smart-LDAR

¥ SCAQMD 2012 AQMP Control Measure FUG-03 and 2007 AQMP Control Measure FUG-01.
1 SCAQMD, Revised Draft 2016 AQMP, Appendix IV, page TV-A-93,

72-14

72-15

72-16
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technologies as a supplement to existing LDAR programs. The highest and best potential use of Optical
Gas Imaging (OGI) 15 as a substitute for conventional inspections of components with an organic vapor 72- 1_5
analyzer. Adding OGI (or other technologies) to existing requirements is not cost-effective and may Con'
not provide environmental benefit.

8. The emission reductions cited for Proposed Measure FUUG-01 are not supported.

The control measure summoary table identifies potential VOC reductions of 2 tpd by 2023 from an
inventory of 7.1 tpd. " WSPA believes that the emissions reduction estimate (i.e.. =25%) is overly 72-17
optimistic. We also note that the baseline emissions inventory is considerably different than the figures
which were presented in the 2012 AQMP for Control Measure FUG-03. WSPA still wants to
understand the source of the 7.1 tons/day emissions inventory as well as the basis for the estimated
reductions.

9. For Proposed Measure FUG-01, all references to new technologies or optical remote sensing
technologies are out of place and should be removed.

The proposed measure also suggests exploring the use of “new technologies to detect VOC fugitive
emissions in order to supplement existing programs and achieve additional emission reductions.”'* But
the Draft AQMP does not explain what those technologies might be, how they would be effective, or
how much they might cost and to whom. The measure goes on to discuss two phase implementation
without these technologies (or so we inferred). Given the lack of an actual proposal for these new 72-18
technologies, all references to unspecified “new technologies™ should be removed from proposed
Control Measure FUG-01.

Furthermore, the Cost Effectiveness section for proposed measure FUG-01 contains a random reference
to “SOF” (Solar Oceultation Flux).”* WSPA understands that pilot studies are currently being
conducted to develop a variety of ORI technologies that could be used to detect fugitive emission leaks;
however, we are concerned that a specific technology would be named in a general document such as
the AQMP. Therefore, any references to SOF should be removed from the AQMP.

10. Proposed measure BCM-02 (Emission Reductions from Cooling Towers) is not needed for the
attainment demonstration; it should be removed from the AQMP.

As presented in the Revised Draft AQMP, this control measure would seek to phase-in the use of drft
eliminators with 0.001% efficiency for existing cooling towers. This would be achieved by requiring
retrofit of older cooling towers with modification to the cooling fans to accompany the drift eliminators. | 72-19
Newly constructed cooling towers have demonstrated ultra-low drift rate of 0.0005%.

The Revised Draft AQMP does not present an emission reduction number for this proposed measure,
and it is clearly unnecessary for the PM; s attainment demonstration. In fact, the Revised Draft AQMP
modeling assessment shows that the region will satisfy the PM; s NAAQS based solely on the ozone

Il §CAQMD, Revised Draft AQMP, Appendix IV, page IV-A-91.
SCAQMD 2016 Revised Draft AQMP, Appendix IV, page IV-A.93.
B 5CAQMD 2016 Revised Draft AQMP, Appendix IV, page IV-A-94.
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strategy control measures and that no additional measures are needed.'® As such. this measure should be

removed from the AQMP.

11. Proposed measure BCM-05 is not needed to support the attainment demonstration: it should
be removed from the AQMP.

72-19
Con't

As presented in the Revised Draft AQMP, this control measure wounld require ammonia slip catalysts be
installed in combustion sources with Selective Catalytic Reduction (SCE) systems for the control of
NOy. These would be installed post-SCE. and could resulf in less ammonia slip from these sources. 72-20
The Revised Draft AQMP does not present an emission reduction number for this measure, and the
measure is clearly not needed for the PM, s attainment demonstration. In fact, the Revised Draft AQMP
modeling assessment shows that the region will satisfy the PM; ; NAAQS based solely on the ozone
strategy control measures and that no additional measures are needed.”” Since this measure is
unnecessary for regional attainment, it should be removed from the AQMP.

12. General Comments Regarding CARB’s Mobile Source Strategy.

WSPA is deeply concerned about the costs and impacts presented in CARB s Mobile Source Strategy
for South Coast (Appendix IV-B of the draft 2016 AQMP). including the low-emission diesel standard.
The total estimated cost for CARB control measures affecting South Coast is $28_7 billion; $834 million
is aftributed to the low-emission standard alone'®. WSPA has submitted initial comments to CARB on
the low-emission diesel standard in June 2016 and will provide additional comments to SCAQMD on
the mobile source strategy once the remaining sections of the AQMP Socioeconomic Report are released
in the coming weeks.

72-21

WSPA appreciates the opporfunity to submit these comments. We may submit additional comments
during this process as the District releases additional 2016 AQMP documents including, but not limited
to the Final Draft AQMP. We understand all submissions will be given due consideration by the District
staff and the Governing Board.

If vou have any questions, please contact me at (310) 808-2144 or by email at patty@wspa.org.

Sincerely,

Qﬁ:? Jenecal

:: SCAQMD, Presentation to the AQMP Working Group, Meeting #14, Agenda Item 2 (27 October 20186).
Thid.
¥ AQMD. Preliminary Draft Socioeconomic Report for the 2016 AQMP, Angust 2016. Page 23.
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Responses to Comment Letter from Western States Petroleum Association (WSPA)
(Comment Letter #72)

Response to Comment 72-1:

Staff appreciates comments and continued support for the regional air quality planning processes.
Response to Comment 72-2:

Please see Response to Comment 7-5 regarding TBD measures.

Response to Comment 72-3:

Staff appreciates support for the incentive programs. Industrial stationary sources, such as those
described in CMB-01, can use incentives for transitioning some of these equipment to near-zero or zero
technology. However, the sources located at large RECLAIM facilities are not intended to be included
among those eligible to receive incentives under the control measure because these sources currently
operate under a cap and trade market structure and the respective RECLAIM facilities have the option of
installing emission controls or purchasing emission credits in the open market.

Response to Comment 72-4:
Please see Response to Comment 26-4 regarding the RECLAIM program.
Response to Comment 72-5:

As stated in the Draft Final control measure, a NOx RECLAIM working group will be convened and will
result in a detailed analysis regarding technology and economic impacts. All of this will be subject to a
public process and will be subsequently reported to the Governing Board with findings and
recommendations.

There is no legal requirement for a socioeconomic analysis of AQMP and the proposed control measures
included therein. Staff will prepare the potential economic impacts to the regional economy during the
rule making process as legally applicable.

Response to Comment 72-6:

Please see Response to Comment 26-6 regarding RECLAIM facilities at BACT or BARCT and structural
buyers. In addition, the impacts of allowing an opt-out for these types of facilities will be analyzed as part
of the RECLAIM working group analysis beginning in 2017.

Response to Comment 72-7:

Please see Response to Comment 72-5 regarding the RECLAIM working group analysis of impacts. In
addition, creditable reductions may become available from other sources not analyzed as part of the
December 2015 amendments and also from facilities that are not subject to the shave.
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Response to Comment 72-8:

Please see Response to Comment 26-5 regarding the unused RTC margin and Comment 72-5 regarding
the RECLAIM working group analysis of impacts.

Response to Comment 72-9:

Please see Response to Comment 26-8 regarding facility and equipment shutdowns. In addition, as part
of the RECLAIM assessment, the effect of the recently adopted shutdown provisions will also be evaluated.

Response to Comment 72-10:
Please see Response to Comment 26-10 regarding additional BARCT assessments.
Response to Comment 72-11:

Please see Response to Comment 26-12 regarding the NOx RTC price thresholds. Also, the District Board
will make the necessary findings required by the Health and Safety Code when making any changes to the
RECLAIM program.

Response to Comment 72-12:

Please see Response to Comment 26-13 regarding RTCs held by investors and the basis for control
measure CMB-05. The Health and Safety Code provision cited by the commenter concerns trading from a
significant number of different sources, not investors. The method and application of the emission
reductions (across the board or sector-specific, including investors) would be determined at the time of
rulemaking. The Health and Safety Code provision cited by the commenter concerns trading from a

significant number of different sources, not investors.
Response to Comment 72-13:

The costs presented for control measure CMB-05 are based on costs that resulted from an expansive
BARCT assessment by District staff that was verified by a third party consultant. While the details of a
subsequent BARCT assessment would be determined as part of future rulemaking, it is reasonable that
the cost effectiveness would increase for these same sources for a lesser amount of emission reductions
than in the previous BARCT assessment. Concerning the commenter’s claim that additional NOx
reductions would cost the refining industry as much as $120,000 per ton, staff would need to see further
details of these costs to fully address and verify them. In the past, such outside analyses have included
other ancillary costs for upgrades that are not fully attributable to RECLAIM. The cost effectiveness values
assume a 25-year equipment life, consistent with previous rulemakings that have been approved by the
Governing Board. If a transition to command and control does occur, subsequent rulemakings would
address the various source categories and each would have its own cost effectiveness analysis.

Response to Comment 72-14:
Please see Response to Comment 72-3 regarding RECLAIM facilities and CMB-01.

Response to Comment 72-15:
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As noted in the revised control measure, the use of Smart-LDAR technologies as an alternative to
conventional LDAR programs is under consideration where appropriate.

Response to Comment 72-16:

Where applicable, Smart-LDAR could replace conventional LDAR programs. However, there may be
situations where the application of Smart-LDAR in combination with conventional LDAR programs may
bring additional VOC reductions. It is premature to exclude Smart-LDAR as a supplement to conventional
LDAR, particularly in cases where the Smart-LDAR does not quantify emissions.

Response to Comment 72-17:

The 2012 AQMP Measure FUG-03 emission inventory of 3.8 tons per day only included emissions from
petroleum refineries. The 2016 AQMP Measure FUG-01 includes fugitive VOC emissions from oil and gas
production sites as well. With improvements to the emission inventory determination, growth
assumptions and the inclusion of oil and gas production, the 2016 AQMP inventory for applicable sites is
7.1 tons per day by 2031 (4.5 tons per day at petroleum refineries and 2.6 tons per day at oil and gas
production sites). Emission reductions are estimated at approximately 1 ton per day being reduced at
petroleum refineries (22 percent reduction) and the remainder from oil and gas production sites. The
emission reduction estimates are preliminary as the rapid development of Smart-LDAR technology will
likely result in improved fugitive emission control.

Response to Comment 72-18:

Further studies of Smart-LDAR technologies are on-going and advances in technology will be considered
during rule development. The cost-effectiveness section includes examples and costs of some of the
emerging technologies. The cost-effectiveness estimate is based on the Optical Gas Imaging technology
as a supplement to conventional LDAR as a worst-case scenario. Potential cost savings from alternative
technologies or labor reductions if Smart-LDAR can act as a substitute are not included. Solar Occultation
Flux (SOF) is a remote sensing methodology that can be applied to locate and quantify fugitive
hydrocarbon emissions. It is included, along with other remote sensing methods, as a technology that
SCAQMD is evaluating that can identify, quantify, and locate VOC leaks in real time. While it is a more
specific methodology than the others, removing it from the AQMP would omit that SCAQMD is studying
its applicability for the control measure.

Response to Comment 72-19:
Please see Response to Comment 7-5 with regard to TBD measures.
Response to Comment 72-20:

The emission reductions under control measure BCM-05 are listed as “to be determined” (TBD) because
further technical and feasibility evaluations are warranted and the attainment demonstration is not
dependent on these measures. However, they are included in the AQMP as part of a comprehensive plan
with all feasible measures in case there is a possible need for contingency measures and a shortfall in
reductions.

Clarification of the TBD measures has been added in Chapter 4 of the Revised Draft Plan.

601
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The impacts and reduction potential of ammonia emissions from combustion sources with SCR may be
evaluated at a future time since ammonia is a precursor compound to PM2.5 whose 24-hour and annual
standards have yet been met in the region. Moreover, although modeling demonstrates timely
attainment of PM2.5 standards with ozone measures, the PM2.5 plan cannot take advantage of §182(e)(5)
ozone measures, so additional PM2.5 measures are needed.

Response to Comment 72-21:

Staff appreciates the comments regarding CARB’s Mobile Source Strategy and will forward the comments
to CARB. Staff looks forward to future comments regarding CARB’s measures.

Staff is currently preparing a response to a similar comment (Comment 72-21) submitted to the Draft
Socioeconomic Report. The response will be provided in the Final Socioeconomic Report, in consultation
with CARB’s economist staff.
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Comment Letter from ES Engineering Services (Comment Letter #73)

,..r ES ENGINEERING

1036 W. Taft Avenue
Crange, California 92865
7149196547

Movember 4, 2016

Dr. Philip Fine, Deputy Executive Officer
South Coast Air Quality Management District
21865 Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, California 91765

Subject Draft Air Quality Management Plan - CMBO1

Dear Dr. Fing:

Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments regarding the recently issued Draft Air Quality
Management Plan (AQMP). ES Engineering Services (ES) offers these comments based upon our

experience with the engine dealer community and various operators of emergency engines in the
South Coast region.

Control Measure CMB-01 — Transition to Zero and Mear-Zero Emission Technologies for Stationary
Sources includes SCAQMD's strategy for achieving additional emission reductions through the 73-1
removzl or replacement of existing emergency engines with low emission technologies. ES has
several concerns about the control measure reflected in the draft plan. Our concerns are related to
the estimated emissions inventory for emergency engines and perceived benefits that can be
achieved, as well as the functional requirements for emergency engines that may be foregone by
implementing the measure.

[nventory

SCAQMD estimates that the baseline inventory for internal combustion engines is 22.5 tons per day

(TPD), with 11.5 TPD attributed to 3,860 engines believed to have been installed the year 2010, We 732
understand that the inventory reflects reported emissions for a subset of the population in SCAQMD's

annual emizsion repors (AER) program. The reported emission profile was then applied to the

estimated engine population, based upon the number of permit applications submitted to SCAQMD

since the year 2010.
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Movember 4, 2016 2
Dr. Philip Fine
South Coast AQMD

We believe that several aspects of SCAQMD's inventory methodology may result in a significantly
inflated emissions inventory and also overstate the benefit of implementing contral measures
affecting emergency engines. Although it is quite likely that 3,850 applications for internal
combustion engines were submitted since the year 2010, it is also likely that a significant number of
those applications are to modify existing permits or record changes of operators. Based upon 73.2
information previously provided by SCAQMD, itis likely that the actual number of engine installations | Con't
is less than 2,000 units and owver 99% of those engines are dedicated to low-use emergency
operations. Additionally, reliance on AER data for emergency engines may overstate fuel
consumption and emission rates that SCAQMD would apply to the whole inventory. SCAQMD's
default AER emission factors do not reflect technology that has been sold during the past 20 years.
Additionally, the operating characteristics of many engines the AER program (hospitals, Title v
facilities, etc.) may more intensive than the operation of typical emergency engine operations in the
basin.

We believe that 2 methodology that considers typical operating patterns, permitted emission levels,
and engine characteristics will provide a more accurate emissions inventory that is considerably lower
than the inventory reflected in the Draft AQMP. This is true not only for engines installed after 2010,
but also for the population of remaining engines that were installed during the preceding years. ES
encourages SCAQMD to reconsider its method of estimating emergency engine emissions. We have
shared our own engine inventory data with SCAQMD staff and hope to discuss our assumptions and
concerns during the next week.

Emergency Engine Management Strategy

Several statements that are included on pages IV-A-51 and IV-A-52 of the Draft AQMP warrant
discussion and additional darification.

‘Cld” Versus “Mew Engines”

SCAQMD diztinguishes between old and new emergency engines in an effort to suggest that
compliance management strategies for older engines may be more severe than strategies for new
engines. While this distinction is likely valid, the evolution of technology since the mid-1990s does not
align with the year 2010 threshold. BACT standards in place today for emergency engines generally
date back to 2006, and BACT standards as far back as 1998 were only marginally less stringent than
current standards. Furthermore, many engines installed in the early to mid-1990s meet the Tier 1
emission standards that were implemented in 1998, As such, any discussion regarding the need for
engine replacements should be focused on engines that were installed prior to the mid-1990s. Even
for those engines, however, a replacement strategy may not be effective they are already restricted to
fewer than 20 hours per year for testing and maintenance activities.

73-3

73-4

Replacement Technologies
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Dr. Philip Fine
South Coast AQMD

SCAQMD suggests that several technologies are viable options for existing older engines as well as
new inszallations. These technologies include batteries with solar recharge capabilities, fuel cells and
Tier 4 diesel engines designed to meet prime power emission standards. SCAQMD also specifically
mentions the application of two of these technologies (battery and fuel cell) at cell tower sites.
SCAQMD is correct that telecormmunications companies have incorporated both of these
technologies in practice or in demonstration mode, but sole reliance on either of these technologies
in critical inztallations may not be achieved.

73-4
Con't

Harteries

Batteries are used as a primary backup source at cell towers, but they cannot provide the 24 —72
hours of backup that iz mandated by the Federal Communications Commission for many
telecommunications sites. As such the batteries must themselves be supported by redundant reliable
backup power. That redundancy is currently available only through the installation of a secondary 73-5
stationary emergency engine to either charge or replace the depleted battery. This secondary
stationary engine reguires the same testing and maintenance operations as reguired for a primary
stationary emergency. Altematively, operators can dispatch a portable engine in any situation where
an outage is likely to exceed the battery charge life. These engines tend to have lower testing and
maintenance operations, but result in mobile source emissions due to their transport to the site.
While solar recharge capabilities may be appropriate in some commercial operations, their function is
limited in many telecommunications sites due to the risk of outages occurring when panels are not

capable of recharging and the limited space for panel installation at many telecormmunications sites.

Fuel Celfs

SCAQMD also indicates that telecommunications companies have been testing and even relying on
fuel cells for power. It is true that many such installations exist, and many have been completed by
our client. However, the installations are typically limited to sites with loads below 6 kW and 30% -
50% of the cost of these systems have been offset through government programs. Our client has yet| 73-6
to conclude that the technology is feasible from either a functionality or economic perspective for
sites with larger load demands. Additionally, as a prime power source in many telecommunications
sites with larger load demands located in an urban area, a fuel cell would likely necessitate the

continued reliznce upon 2 backup emergency generator in the same way that grid power must be
supported.

Tier 4 Engines

SCAQMD suggests that Tier 4 engine technology may be suitable for emergency engine operations. | 73-7
ES cautions that the reliance of selective catalytic reduction (SCR) in many Tier 4 applications may not
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Dr. Philip Fine

South Coast AQMD

be compatible with the way in which emergency engines are operated. As such, the emission 73.7
reductions that SCAQMD envisions may simply not be achieved. Most operations of emergency Con't

engines are related to testing and maintenance activities that occur intermittently for very short
periods (15 — 30 minutes) and at low operating loads that result in low exhaust temperatures. During
these operations, the S5CR system would not be activated.

General Emergency Engine Operations

Az SCAQMD suggests, various industries have different needs for emergency engine operations.
They may also have vastly different testing and maintenance requirements that affect the feasibility
and environmental benefit of any of the strategies suggested by SCAQMD. ES strongly encourages 73-8
SCAQMD to more thoroughly examine the operating practices of all industries that rely upon
emergency generators. Because testing and maintenance activities account for the bulk of
emergency engine operations, a strong understanding of actual testing and maintenance practices
throughout the basin is needed if SCAQMD is to objectively assess the functional viability, cost
effectiveness and environmental impact of potential control strategies

[ncentives

SCAQMD suggests that policy and economic incentives can be used to offset the cost of its control
strategy for emergency engines. ES is concerned about the practicality of relying upen thosze
incentives. Reduced permitting and compliance management costs cannot effectively offset the
significant cost of many of the strategies that are suggested for emergency engines. Furthermore, it
is hard to envision that funding for economic incentives will be so abundant that one can forgo a cost
effectiveness demanstration to qualify for funding, nor would it be appropriate to do so regardless of | 73-9
the level of funding. Due to the restricted operations and limited emissions from emergency engines,
and their insignificant contribution to the daily NOx inventory, it is unimaginable that operators of
emergency engines will be able 1o effectively compete against large emitters for incentive funds.

Again, I appreciate the opportunity to submit these comments. [am also happy to discuss my
concerns at your convenience, especially a5 you continue to evaluate how intermal combustion
engines are operated in the District and formulate the final control measure for stationary internal
combustion sources.

Sincerely,
ES Engineering Services

4l
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November 4, 2016
Dr. Philip Fine
South Coast AQMD

kKarl A Lany

Wice President
Air Quality Regulatory Compliance Services

SCAQMD BACT Comments November 2016
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Responses to Comment Letter from ES Engineering Services
(Comment Letter #73)

Response to Comment 73-1:
Staff appreciates the commenter’s concerns which are addressed below.
Response to Comment 73-2:

Based on the feedback and further discussions with the commenter, staff reevaluated the inventory of
ICEs (number of pieces of equipment and baseline emissions). Staff determined that 60 percent of the
new (>2010) permits represented new pieces of equipment, with the other 40 percent representing old
ICEs with administrative changes to the permit, that change is reflected in the Draft Final. In addition,
staff re-assessed the emission factors used to estimate the baseline emissions and further refined the
calculation based on a weighted average of emergency versus non-emergency ICEs. The Draft Final
reflects the updated calculation and estimates the overall permitted ICEs to be 5.5 tpd.

Response to Comment 73-3:

The proposed incentive program plans to target older higher emitting equipment. Staff strives to target
larger sources of NOx emissions that are more cost-effective to replace. In addition, the replacement
strategy developed in CMB-01 is an example of possible NOx source categories and the respective zero or
near-zero technologies that are currently available and may be applicable to reduce emissions. Please
see Response to Comment 71-1 regarding CMB-01, Table 5 — “Incentive Effectiveness by Category”
(formerly Table 4). Older higher emitting equipment is targeted for replacement through the incentive
program, including engines before the mid-1990s. The incentive program will allow early retirement and
advanced replacement or retrofits with zero or near-zero emission technologies that go beyond current
emission standards. Regarding future regulations, the specific requirements will be developed with the
assistance of the appropriate stakeholders during working group meetings. An implementation schedule
based on equipment age can be considered to ensure that the existing units serve their useful equipment
life.

Response to Comment 73-4:

Staff acknowledges that battery storage and fuel cells may not be feasible replacements for ICEs in all
applications and will further refine the details of any regulatory requirements during the rulemaking
process. Battery storage and fuel cells are examples of zero and near-zero technology available that may
be viable solutions for NOx reductions. In certain applications, technology assessments may need to be
completed to ensure a viable solution for replacements or retrofits of older existing ICEs. Given the
complexity of each facility and its ICE usage, different technologies are available to be implemented and
not one solution is appropriate for all ICE replacements or retrofits.

Response to Comment 73-5:
Please see Response to Comment 73-4 regarding battery storage.

Response to Comment 73-6:
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Please see Response to Comment 73-4 regarding the use of fuel cells.
Response to Comment 73-7:

Please see Response to Comment 73-4 regarding Tier 4 engines and technology assessments. The
operation of the ICEs for testing and maintenance may not activate the SCR system, however; during the
operation for longer emergency operations, the SCR system will be activated which will reduce emissions
in the Basin. Furthermore, CMB-01 refers to replacement with “zero or near-zero technology, but at a
minimum Tier 4 standards”. Staff mentions several technologies as possible replacements for diesel ICE
and the need to form working groups as well as possibly conducting a technology assessment.

Response to Comment 73-8:

Please see Response to Comment 73-4 regarding emergency engine operations and technology
assessments. During rulemaking, a working group will be formed to allow industry stakeholders to
participate in discussions regarding specific operating practices and needs.

Response to Comment 73-9:

Please see Response to Comment 71-1 about higher NOx source categories. The intention of the control
measure is to find the most incentive-effective means to reduce NOx emissions or to help technology
overcome the initial cost hurdle. Some of the facilities affected may see a more long-term benefit than
necessarily an initial cost reduction, including, but not limited to, permitting or maintenance costs.

Staff acknowledges that the individual emissions from an emergency ICE is relatively low as a result of
the limited operating hours. However, because of the large number of ICEs in the Basin, those emissions
add up to represent a large source of NOx emissions. CMB-01 is looking for ways to reduce those
emissions, through either incentives or regulations, and looks forward to working with stakeholders to
seek opportunities for emission reductions.
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Comment Letter from Rhetta Alexander (Comment Letter #74)

Movemnber 5, 2016

Michael Krause

Planning & Rules Manager
South Coast AQMD
mkrause@agmd.gov

Subject: Comment on the Draft 2016 AQMP
Drear Mr. Krause:

First of all | want to thank you and all the AQMD staff and advisory committee participants for all their hard work in
putting together the Draft 2016 AQMP. It is hard to think of a more important document that will have more impact
on the health and quality of life for the millions of people who live and work within the South Coast AQMD.

| have attached a copy of the letter dated July 27, 2016 which was addressed to Governing Board Chair Burke and
Governing Board Members from ten individuals from environmental and health organizations concerning the Draft
2016 AQMP. The letter outlines seven principles that should frame revisions to the final plan that will help make the
plan just and equitable and help bring clean air back to the South Coast region. | concur fully with each of these
seven principles and am adding/highlighting a few additional comments about the plan below. Some of these
thoughts and observations have been shared with staff at our Environmental Justice Advisory Group meetings.

*  Since SCAQMD is currently out of compliance in the ‘extreme’, voluntary andfor collaborate efforts too-date
have not been successful. Among other regulatory requirements, the plan should require companies to
include the cost of cleaner technology and equipment in the cost of doing business, as opposed to obtaining
public/government money.

* The plan should include a requirement for the use of solar water heaters, solar panels, as well as dual pain
windows and insulation in all new commercial and residential developments.

+ If not already included, the plan should specifically include annual standards for compliance from all 74-1
stakeholders as well as consequences for non compliance to ensure that no less than the 43% and 55%
emissions reductions are met in 2023 and 2031 respectively.

# The plan should clearly articulate a pathway for third party and/or public enforcement so that when
standards are not met people have recourse for engagement and accountability.

* The plan must clearly include in the economic analysis not only the adverse impacts to the environments and
public health caused by fossil fuels but the economic and health benefits of renewable energy sources
specifically wind, solar, hydrogen and hydro.

*  The list of the sources of potential funding opportunities should be realistic and include all stakeholders
(corporate, industrial and commercial as well as consumers and taxpayers).

It is quite clear to most scientists that we really don't have the luxury of these 7 to 15 years to meet these standards.
Rather than permitting the expansion of fossil fuel plants, | believe that it iz imperative that all stakeholders move
beyond our addiction to fossil fuels and, with all due haste, towards clean, renewable and sustainable sources of
energy including wind, solar, hydrogen and hydro.

Thank you for this opportunity to share my concerns.
Rhetta Alexander

Member, SCAQMD Environmental Justice Advisory Group
Resident: 5903 Burnet Avenue, Van Nuys, CA 91405

Attachment
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July 27, 2016

South Coast Air Quality Management Governing Board
Attn: Board Chair William Burke

South Coast Alr Quality Management District

21865 Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, CA 91765

Dear Governing Board Chair Burke and Governing Board Members,

The 2016 South Coast Air Quality Management District’s (South Coast AQMD) Air Quality
Management Plan (AQMP] provides an integral opportunity for the South Coast AQMD to bring
clean air to a region plagued with dirty air for decades, While air quality has improved in the region,
maore than 5,000 people die prematurely each vear due to unsafe air, In fact, progress in reducing
ozone poellution has leveled off in recent years, To make matters worse, the communities bearing
the heaviest burden of the region’s air quality crisis are disproportionately low-income people of
colar,

While the organizations represented in this letter are reviewing the draft AQMP and preparing
more detailed comments, we write now to provide some immediate feedback on the draft,
stipulating seven principles that should frame revisions to the final plan, In sum, these principles
reflect a range of policy considerations which will help make the final plan just and eguitable and
help bring clean air back to the South Coast region and its more than 17 million residents,
particularly the region’s mest vulnerable communities. The seven principles are:

1) The 2016 plan must demonstrate a measurable, enforceable pathway into compliance
with the Clean Air Act and eliminate the “black box,” which just defers tough decisions,

Southern California constantly receives an "F" for air quality and, despite progress, air quality
continues to plague communities, particularly communities of color, This is unacceptable, The 2016
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Air Quality Management Plan must provide a detailed set of enforceable measures that achieve the
2022, 2023 and 2032 deadlines for attainment, Reliance on black box measures presents an
unfavorable trade-off for those who breathe in the South Coast Air Basin, While it may provide
additional time to identify the strategies to attain an ozone standard, the track record of failing to
actually identify these measures has resulted in decades of South Coast residents breathing smogs=
polluted air, We need a plan that reflects the urgency on the health impacts felt by Southern
Californians, which means actually articulating the measures to meet clean air standards,

2) The 2016 plan should have early nitrogen oxide ("NOx") reductions, as the South Coast
AQMD promised the public at the February 2015 Governing Board meeting,

During the long deliberation over the prior PM2.5 plan for the South Coast and the monitors in the
Inland Empire still showing violations, the Governing Board promised it would explore bringing
back measures with early NOx reductions, To date, this has not happened, and residents,
particularly those residing in close proximity to polluters, need relief from the heavily polluted air,
In fact, the Governing Board wasted an opportunity to fix the NOx RECLAIM program, which could
have provided an opportunity for early NOx reductions, Instead, the Governing Board opted to
approve a Western States Petroleum proposal that cut fewer credits out of the system on a mare
prolonged timeline, As people continue to suffer and die from air pollution, we call on the South
Coast AQMD not to waste any more time or opportunities, Thus, the plan should include
enforceable regulatory measures that reduce NOx in the near term to meet the 2023 deadline,

3) The 2016 plan must be just and address long standing inequities in air quality that
dispropertionately harms low income communities of celor,

Recognizing the inequality in air quality that falls along demographic lines of race, ethnicity, and
class in Southern California, the AQMP’s measures must prioritize regulations, strategies, and
investments that frontload reductions in communities ranked in the top 25% most over-hurdened
communities as designated by CalEPA’s CalEnviroScreen tool, There is immense urgency to bring
clean air to the communities most harmed by polluting fossil fuels, and the AQMP should
demonstrate how it will address this inequity,

4) We need an enforceable clean air plan, not an incentive dollar wish list,

The draft AQMP recently released by the South Coast AQMD staff relies too heavily on unsecured
incentive funding, More than 90% of proposed future reductions are dependent on incentive-based
programs — many funded with unidentified dollars, While incentives can be helpful in pushing clean
air gains, it is important that the financial responsibility of paying for clean air not be borne by
those who can least afford it, Taxpayers should not be required to subsidize large polluting
industries, Furthermaore, the strategy to raise much of the money relies on actions well beyond the
control of the South Coast AQMD and will not withstand scrutiny by the California Air Resources
Board or the Environmental Protection Agency, It is a not a viable strategy to assume this money
will be made available by Congress, for example, Such unfunded "incentives” are, similar to the
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“black box,” an ill-conceived way to avoid legal mandates to impose enforceable control measures,
Rather, we need strict regulatory programs to help spur innovation and drive pollution reductions,
clean vehicles and clean energy,

5) The AQMP should prioritize zero-emission technologies that maximize co-pollutant and
greenhouse gas reduction benefits,

Through legislative, administrative, and local actions, California is pursuing strategies to solve the
serious problems created by burning fossil fuels, from climate change to unhealthy air and more,
Wherever feasible, AQMP measures must require and/or spur zero=smission technologies powered
by clean energy,

6) The AQMP needs to commit to adopting clean energy measures for stationary and area
sources,

There are a panoply of regulations that are excluded from the draft list of measures produced by
South Coast AQMD staff, For example, the plan should include a requirement for solar or electric
water heaters in all new development, It should require point of sale transition to electric hot water
heaters, In addition, there should be a requirement that diesel backup generators are no longer
permitted, The advent of clean energy like solar and storage provides important opportunities that
do not appear in the current list of measures, The plan should also make sure it is not permitting
the construction of new fossil fuel power plants, In particular, the draft measures seelt to take credit
for many programs designed to reduce energy demand, [t is antithetical to take credit for these
programs while simultaneously allowing the construction of new power plants,

7) While the authority over mobile sources of pollution is generally with the California Air
Resources Board and the Environmental Protection Agency, the South Coast AQMD does
have authority to clean up dirty vehicles, It must use this authority in this Plan,

The plan should cammit to an overhaul of the Fleet Rules, which are purchasing requirements for
fleets of vehicles, The plan should alse commit to expanding the fleet rules to a broader set of fleets,
In addition to fleet rules, the plan should alse make use of its indirect source autharity, The federal
Clean Air Act and California’s Health & Safety Code provide authority for local entities like the South
Coast AQMD to advance clean vehicles through indirect source authority and transportation control
measures, Under the Clean Air Act, the term “indirect source” means “a facility, building, structure,
installation, real property, road, or highway which attracts, or may attract, mobile sources of
pollution,” 42 U,S.C, § 7410(a)(5)(C).

Particular focus should be placed on indirect sources in the Inland Empire, such as warehouses,
where the majority of those displaced and burdened by under regulated logistics sprawl are low-
income communities of color, We need this type of regulation to ensure that the massive tidal wave
of new warehouses does not worsen air quality in what is already the most polluted area of the
South Coast, Incidentally, this type of regulation could alse be used to require clean energy at these
[acilities, including solar panels, microgrids, and other clean technologies,
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In sum, these principles provide the framewaerk for an equitable clean air plan that reflects the
urgency so many Southern Californians feel when confronted daily with the air pollutien killing so
many and impairing the quality of life of so many more, We look forward to discussing this with you
further in the coming weeks and months,

sincerely,

Martha Arguello
Physicians for Social Responsibility — Los Angeles

Tom Dolan
Inland Congregations United for Change

Bahram Fazeli
Communities for 2 Better Environment

Evan Gillespie
Sierra Club

Michele Hassan
Center for Community Action and Environmental Justice

Maya Golden Krasner
Center for Biological Diversity

Fabi Lano
Coalition for Clean Air

Adrian Martinez
Earthjustice

David Pettit
Natural Resources Defense Council

John Yi
American Lung Association

cC:

Wayne Nastri, Acting Executive Officer
Jill Whynot, Chief Operating Officer
Philip Fine, Deputy Executive Officer
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Responses to Comment Letter from Rhetta Alexander
(Comment Letter #74)

Response to Comment 74-1:

The 2016 AQMP does propose a number of stringent regulatory measures aimed at reducing NOx and
VOC emissions from a variety of stationary and mobile sources. These regulatory measures were
established after a thorough analysis of all ozone-emitting sources and available methods and
technologies to further reduce emissions. Incentive-based approaches are focused on accelerating high-
emitting sources to transition to cleaner technologies sooner than would take place under regulations.
Some sources are beyond the authority of the SCAQMD so the incentives are a way to gain emission
reductions sooner than natural turnover of vehicles and equipment. Accelerating the deployment of
cleaner technologies before future rulemaking is established allows the new technology to be
commercially available, feasible in more applications, cost-effective, as well as a publicly acceptable. The
specific sources of funding have yet to be finalized but staff is working on developing the Financial
Incentive Funding Action Plan that maps out the potential opportunities to ensure the proposals secure
funding. Such funding is being sought on a federal, state and local level. To ensure the reductions are
creditable in the SIP, the U.S. EPA does require these reductions to be quantifiable, surplus (beyond
regulations), permanent and enforceable. With such integrity elements in place, the incentive actions can
be effective and provide lasting improvements.

SCAQMD can incentivize the use of cleaner technologies, such as solar powered equipment or energy
efficiency actions. The 2016 AQMP includes such measures under ECC-03 and CMB-02. The current draft
AQMP includes ECC-03 and CMB-02, which outline incentive programs along with future rulemaking for
existing residential and commercial buildings to transition to zero and near-zero technologies that include
solar electric water heaters, heat pumps, solar thermal pool heaters, electric clothes washers and home
weatherization which includes dual pane windows. The proposed ECC-03 and CMB-02 control measures
are additional and surplus to Rule 1121 and would maximize emissions benefits by incentivizing renewable
heat and power along with increased efficiency. Additionally, the SCAQMD will be working with other
agencies and stakeholders to monitor the development of the new Title 24 California new building energy
standards. The new upcoming Title 24 standards will be requiring new residential and commercial
development to have net zero energy construction.

Pursuant to the Clean Air Act (CAA), emission milestones reductions are required to be quantified and
achieved. These milestones can be accomplished with both existing regulations and proposed emission
reduction measures. If not met, contingency measures would need to be implemented to make up the
shortfall. These quantitative milestones are provided in Appendix VI-C under the discussion of Reasonable
Further Progress.

The CAA allows for “citizen suit” challenges to the Plan including compliance with the emission reduction
commitments and timely attainment of the standards. The Clean Air Act contains two sections that
authorize citizen participation in CAA enforcement and implementation — sections 304 and 307. Section
307 allows a citizen to bring an action in the courts of appeal for review final actions that EPA has taken
under the Act, including the EPA Administrator’s act in approving or promulgating any implementation
plan. Section 304 allows a citizen to bring an action in district court again any person who has violated an
emission standard or limitation or an order issued by the Administrator or a State with respect to such a
standard or limitation, or against the Administrator if she has failed to perform a nondiscretionary
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act. Section 304 has been interpreted to include suing a state or local agency that has made an
enforceable commitment to obtain specific emission reductions. CBE v Deukmejian, 731 F. Supp. 1448
(N.D. Ca. 1990). All elements of the Plan, future rulemaking and emission reduction tracking are conducted
in a transparent manner through a public process.

The Socioeconomic Assessment for the 2016 AQMP has been conducted evaluating costs and public
health benefits from the implementation of the control measure strategy. This document is available
online (http://www.agmd.gov/home/library/clean-air-plans/air-quality-mgt-plan/socioeconomic-
analysis) and the public was provided multiple review and comment periods. With regard to impacts to
the environment, a CEQA analysis was also conducted and a Program Environmental Impact Report was
prepared (http://www.agmd.gov/docs/default-source/cega/documents/agmd-projects/2016/2016-
agmp-draft-program-eir-combined.pdf?sfvrsn=2). The public received a 60-day review and comment
period.

Potential funding opportunities are included in the Financial Incentive Funding Action Plan that provides
an overview of the funding needed, the sources of funding, and action needed to be taken to secure such
funding.


http://www.aqmd.gov/home/library/clean-air-plans/air-quality-mgt-plan/socioeconomic-analysis
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/library/clean-air-plans/air-quality-mgt-plan/socioeconomic-analysis
http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/documents/aqmd-projects/2016/2016-aqmp-draft-program-eir-combined.pdf?sfvrsn=2
http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/documents/aqmd-projects/2016/2016-aqmp-draft-program-eir-combined.pdf?sfvrsn=2
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Comment Letter from California Construction & Industrial Materials Association (Comment Letter #75)

CIMA

California Construction and
Industriz| Mxterisls Reneistian

November 7, 2016

Michael Krause

Program Supervisor

South Coast Adr Quality Management District
21865 East Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, CA 91765

Re:  Sccond Set of Comments on DRAFT 2016 Air Quality Management Plan

Diear Mr. Krause,

California Construction & Indusirial Malerials Association (CalCIMA) appreciates the opportunity to
comment on the South Coast Air Quality Management District’s {(District) draft 2016 Air Quality
Management Plan (AQMP). Moving the District’s air basin inlo allainment is a step loward improved
air quality and improved economic growth by increasing the ability of businesses to operate in this
region.

75-1
CalCIMA is a stalewide trade associalion representing construction and industrial material producers
in California. Our members supply the materials that build our state’s infrastructure, including public
roads, rail, and water projects; help build our homes, schools and hospitals; assist in growing crops
and feeding livestock: and play a key role in manufacturing wallboeard, roofing shingles, paint, low-
energy light bulbs, and battery technology for electric cars and windmills.

Pursuant to Appendix IV-A — SCAQMLIY = Stationary and Mobile Sources Control Measures, posted
below are CalCIMA’s comments for the District’s review and consideration.

[ cMB-05 | Further NOx Reductions from RECLAIM Assessment |

Description: There are approximately 273 facilities in the Regional Clean Air Incentives Market
(RECLAIM]} program which includes facilities with NOx or SOx emissions greater than or equal to 4
tons per vear in 1990 or any subsequent vear. This control measure identifies approaches that can be
explored o make the program comparably cquivalent 1o command and control regulations.
RECLAIM allocates NOx and SOx facility emissions allocations known as RECLAIM Trading
Credits (RTCs) or facility emission caps which decline over time, as well as monitoring, reporting,
and recordkeeping requirements for sources located at RECLAIM facilities. RECLAIM was designed

CalCimA Regional Offics:

1029 J Street, Suite 420 3890 Orange Street, #1687
Sacramento, CA 95814 Riverside, CA 925012998
Phone: 916 554-1000 Phone: 351 $41-7981
Fanc 16 524-1042

www_calcima ong www distancematiers ong




Comments and Responses to Comments on the 2016 AQMP

CIMA

California Construction and
Imdustrizl Materials Aeneistion

to provide BARCT equivalent emission reductions in the aggregate for the facilities in the program.
To meet the declining annual facility caps, RECLAIM facilities have the option of installing pollution
control equipment, changing operations, or purchasing RTCs from other facilities in the RECLAIM

market.

New AQMP directive:

The District is seriously considering a long-term transition to a traditional command-and-control
regulatory structure since the District is determining that the program’s original advantages appear to
be diminishing and generating increased scrutiny, The District has developed a list of suggested
approaches that may serve as interim steps in a long-term elimination of the program.

Comment: Until additional information is received from the District pursuant to the more specific
dynamics of what the transition to 2 command and control environment would be, CalCIMA cannot

support the sunset of the RECLAIM program.

It should be noted that intermittent changes in regulation significantly increases avoidable material
financial costs that may not result in any additional emissions reduction in the air basin when an
opportunity for operators o strategically plan compliance is not provided. Coping with regulatory
uncertainty challenges the financial viability of our operations, and when regulatory changes are
made swillly it creates potentially [utile internal obstacles that curtail our ability to respond
effectively to the new regulatory agenda. It 1s a struggle to take a more planned approach to
regulatory implementation in the face of this regulatory uncertainty. In many cases we feel we must
adopt a “wait and see’ stance on key issues — which can result in a form of strategic paralysis that
may inhibit the aptilude Lo pursue any emission reductions methods thatl are above and beyond
requirements that improve the air in the District,

CalCIMA respeetfully asks the Distriet to consider our comments. Please contact me with any
questions or concerns at (951) 941-7981 or at sseivright@calcima.org,
Sincerely,

Sjoad g

Suzanne Seivright
Director of Local Governmental AfTairs

CalCiMA Regional Offios:

1029 J Sweet, Suite 420 3880 Orange Street, #167
Sacramento, CA 95814 Riverside, CA 92501-8235
Phone: 916 554-1000 Phone: 951 341-7981
Fanr 916 524-1042

www caldma ong e distancematters ong
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Responses to Comment Letter from California Construction & Industrial Materials Association
(Comment Letter #75)

Response to Comment 75-1:

As stated in the draft final control measure CMB-05, a NOx RECLAIM re-assessment working group will be
convened in the spring of 2017 to examine various aspects of the RECLAIM program and consider options
for an orderly transition into command and control. Participants of the working group will include
RECLAIM facilities and the timing of a transition to command and control will be a key focus of the
assessment.
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Comment Letter from Gatzke Dillon & Ballance LLP (Comment Letter#76)

G | D | Gatzke Dillon & Ballance I_LP‘
LAWTYERS
MNovember 7. 2016 By Electronic Mail
Michael Erause

South Coast Air Quality Management District
21865 Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, California 91765-4182
mkrause@agmd gov

Re:  Comments on Revised Draft 2016 Air Quality Management Plan
Dear Mr. Krause:

This letter is submifted on behalf of John Wavne Airport, Orange County (Airport or JTWA)
and contains the Airport’s written comments on the Revised Draft 2016 Air Quality Management
Plan (Revised Draft AQMP) issued by the South Coast Air Quality Management District
{SCAQMD or District) in October 2016. These comments are in addition o, and do not replace,
the comments the Asrport submitted on the Draft 2016 AQMP on August 19, 2016, We
appreciate the opportunity to provide additional comments on the Revised Draft AQMP and to | 76-1
continue to work constructively and cooperatively with the SCAQMD in evalvating and
developing realistic airport emission reduction strategies for the 2016 AQMP.

We hope that our past comments, our comments in this letter, and our continued cooperation in
the process will allow us to make meaningful contributions toward resolving and addressing the
complex airport regulatory issues associated with air quality in the Basin

COMMENTS
A INDIEECT SOURCE RULES

First, although we appreciate the clarity that has been added to the “facility-based™ mobile source
measures in terms of process, schedule, and the possible formal rule development or alternative
implementation processes, we continue fo have serious concerns about SCAQMD’s proposal to
control mobile sources through “facilitv-based” indirect source mules, including MOB-04
{Emission Reductions at Commercial Airports). Although the Revised Draft AQMP indicates
that any development of rules will be “within its existing legal authonty.” the Arport also
remains concerned about the SCAQMD continuing to make commitments to the state and federal
governments that it will confrol emissions through indirect source mules because SCAQMD
currently lacks legal authority to adopt indirect source rules at airports. To the extent SCAQMD
seeks “additional authority”™ to implement indirect source regulations we continue to believe that
these tvpes of indirect source rules are preempted by state and federal law and regulation.

76-2

2762 Gateway Road T 760.431.9501 dandb.com
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G | D | Gatzke Dillon & Ballance LLP
LAWYEERS
Michael Krause
MNovember 7. 2016
Page 2

B. EMISSIONS INVENTORY

As indicated in our previous comment letter, WA has provided information to SCAQMD staff
relating to its baseline emissions inventory as well as its projections for future aircraft activity
{both general aviation and commercial aircrafi) at the Airport. It continues to be unclear as fo
whether the data provided in the Revised Draft AQMP and in Appendix III (Emission Inventory)
includes JWA specific emissions inventories. Rather, it confinues fo appear that all of the
emissions inventory data for airport forecasts continues is based upon categories of sources with | 76-3
a reference to the 2016-2040 RTP/SCS data from SCAG. (See, eg., Revised Draft 2016 AQMP,
Chapter 3). As we have indicated fo SCAQMD staff in the past, SCAG did not use the data
provided by JWA to forecast fleet mix and Landings and Take-offs (LTO) for 2040. TWA has
provided the SCAQMD (via correspondence with Zorik Pirveysian of Intergra Environmental
Consulting, Inc ) with TWA specific data. We therefore continue to request that the Final Draft
2016 AQMP use the specific data provided by TWA to forecast fleet mix and LTO's at the
Airport rather the data from SCAG which is not airport specific and that the Final Draft Plan
provide sufficient information so that the reader can adequately determine whether airport
specific data has been relied upon for the base vear and future baseline years.

C. POTENTIAL INCONSISTENCIES BETWEEN EXPECTED EMISSION
REDUCTIONS FROM SIP STRATEGY AND PROJECTED ANNUAL
AVERAGE EMISSIONS

One of the State SIP strategy measures idenfified in the Revised Draft AQMP continues to be
the further deployment of cleaner technologies for aircraft. The expected emission reduction
(tpd) for this measure is provided on page 4-35 in Table 4-5. According to this Table, the
expected emission reductions for this measure are 17 tpd of NOx in 2023. However, in | 76-4
Appendix 1T, Attachment A, the 2023 annual average emissions for aircraft is 17.31 tpd of NOx.
Although we understand that the District is focusing on emission reduction strategies that result
in no additional emissions, if is neither reasonable nor technologically feasible to expect a
reduction of future NOx emissions from aircraft to zero by 2023, Revisions should be made to
these expectations to set realistic emission reduction goals for aircraft.

We are particularly concerned about this 1ssue because, fo the extent that the District attempts fo
impose some type of indirect source mile and/or facility cap on airports in the future which take
into account aircraft emission reductions, these unrealistic goals for aircraft emission reductions
may result in unreasonable baseline and future emission reduction requirements for airports.
Please see our previous comment letter relating to the legality of such measures.
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G | D | Gatzke Dillon & Ballance LLP
LAWTYETRS
Michael Krause
November 7. 2016
Page 3

D. NAIC EMISSION GROWTH FACTOR BY COUNTY IN THE SCAB

Table ITI-2-8 in Appendix IIT of the Revised Draft 2016 AQMP provides information regarding
the NAIC emission growth factors by County in the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB). This Table
indicates that the air transportation growth factor for Riverside County is the highest in the
SCAB. followed by San Bernardino and Orange County. The Table provides the lowest air
transportation growth factor for Los Angeles County. Please explain the reason why the growth
factor numbers are higher for Riverside, San Bemardino and Orange County than for Los | 76-5
Angeles County and the basis for these growth factor numbers.

CONCLUSION

In closing, thank you again for this opportunity to comment on the Revised Draft 2016 AQMP.
We look forward to confinuing to engage in an open, thorough and responsive public process
and assisting the District with its efforts to improve air quality in the South Coast Air Basin, If
vou have any questions regarding the comments set forth in this letter, please do not hesitate to
contact us at your convenience.

Very truly yours,

P
e Ot

L

Lori D. Ballance
of
Gatzke Dillon & Ballance LLP

LDB/fIf

cc: David Salardino, California Air Resources Board
Fhonda Funyon, California Air Resources Board
Jessica Witt, Deputy Chief Operating Officer
Barry Rondinella, Airport Director
Melinda McCoy, Airport Environmental Engineer



Draft Final 2016 AQMP

Responses to Comment Letter from Gatzke Dillon & Balance LLP
(Comment Letter #76)

Response to Comment 76-1:

Staff appreciates the additional comments on the Revised Draft Plan and continued cooperation with the
SCAQMD in evaluating and developing realistic airport emission reduction strategies for the 2016 AQMP.

Response to Comment 76-2:

Staff appreciates the additional comments regarding the process in implementing the proposed District
Measure MOB-04. The primary intent of the proposed measure is to explore opportunities for emission
reductions to help meet the emission reductions associated with CARB’s proposed “Further Deployment
of Cleaner Technologies” for federal and international sources. As proposed in the Revised Draft AQMP,
staff desires to work collaboratively with the region’s commercial airport authorities to identify actions
that are occurring at the various airports. In addition, through the public process, staff will explore if there
are other approaches such as regulatory actions that could potentially result in additional emission
reductions at airports. Such actions could occur at the local, state, or federal level. Please see responses
to comment letter 43 for the District’s position on the legal issues raised.

Response to Comment 76-3:

The airport emissions for future years are now replaced with the data provided by Mr. Zorik Pirveysian on
Aug 10, 2016. According to the report by Mr. Pirveysian, emissions from John Wayne Airport (JWA) were
estimated with EDMS model for the years of 2016, 2021, and 2026. This estimation was conducted based
on JWA’s detailed operations forecast for these years which covered air carrier, air taxi, and GA
operations. The military aircraft emissions for JWA were quantified based on the operations data
obtained from FAA’s TAF database using U.S. EPA’s emission factors. Since 2026 represents the year in
which JWA reaches its constrained levels, JWA’s 2026 emissions were also used through 2040.

Response to Comment 76-4:

It was a typographical error which was corrected in the revision. The reduction that the State SIP strategy
has assigned to the aircraft category is 11 TPD in 2023.

Response to Comment 76-5:

The growth factors in the table were provided by SCAG. The specific category in question was driven by
air transportation employment projections from the 2016 RTP/SCS. The growth in Los Angeles County is
projected to be slower than the other three counties due to the fact that LA County is close to, if not
already at, its full capacity.
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Comment Letter from Southern California Air Quality Alliance (Comment Letter #77)

Southern

Alliance

6601 Center Drive West
Suite 500

Los Angeles, CA 90045
Attn: Curtis L. Coleman
{310) 348-8186 Ph

{310) 670-1229 Fax
colemanlawi@earthlink net

November 7, 2016

V1A E-MAIL

Philip Fine, Ph.D.

Deputy Executive Officer

South Coast Air Quality Management District
21865 Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, CA 91765

Re:  Comments on the Revised Draft 2016 Air Quality Management Plan
Dear Dr. Fine:

On behalf of the Southern California Air Quality Alliance (“Alliance") | am
submitting these comments on the Revised Draft 2016 Arr Quality Management
Plan ("RDAQMP").

The Alliance supports the approach being taken in the RDAQMP of combining
ambitious encouragement of the development of zero and near-zero emission
technologies along with the incentives required to assure timely implementation
of those technologies. We look forward to working with SCAGQMD in finalizing
and implementing the 2016 Air Quality Management Plan.

We believe that the SCAQMD has made tremendous progress in cleaning the air
in the Southermn Califomia region by implementing programs that reflect fuel-
neutral, feasible, and cost-effective technologies. These features should
continue to guide the development and implementation of the 2016 Air Quality
Management Plan. We have been given some dagree of reassurance regarding
the SCAQMD's intention to continue fuel-neutral, feasible and cost-effective air
pollution control measures by statements at AQOMP Advisory Group meetings and
some supporting references in the RDAQMP. However, we believe that these
policies need to be clearly stated and reinforced in the 2016 Air Quality
Management Plan so that there can be no misunderstanding or blurring of the
policies underlying the air pollution reduction program.

The Alliance also agrees that incentive programs will be essenfial to the success

of the 2016 Air Quality Management Plan given the constraints inherent in
requiring broad scale adoption of new, cleaner technologies by end users not
directly regulated by SCAQMD. The implementation of zero and near zero
emission technologies in the transportation sector cannot be accomplished by
command-and-control alone, as it would be impossible to mandate that millions
of individual actors replace their current transportation methods with zero or
near-zerc emission vehicles within the time frames called for in the RDAQMP.
Only by incentivizing the implementation of this technology can the development
AND adoption of these technologies be spurred to meet the necassary
implementation schedules. We look forward to working with SCAQMD in
developing an appropriate approach to getting the funding needed for the
proposed incentive programs.

77-1
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Philip Fine, Ph.D.
November 7, 2016
Page 2

Finally, with regard to specific control measures, we expect to work with
SCAQMD staff in the development of CMB-05 Further NOx Reductions from
RECLAIM Assessment. SCACQMD staff has given indications that RECLAIM
may have outlived its usefulness. We believe that RECLAIM provides significant
benefits to RECLAIM facility operators and SCAQMD and would like to see those
benefits retained. We are committed to work with SCAQMD staff on issues
related to RECLAIM, as we did duning the recent RECLAIM amendments dealing
with shutdowns. We listened to your recent statements at the AQMP Advisory
Group meeting regarding some problems that the RECLAIM program creates in
terms of claiming emission reductions under federal law. We believe that there
could be ways to address those problems while still maintaining significant
benefits of the RECLAIM program and we look forward to further discussions as
the 2016 Air Quality Management Plan begins implementation.

We look forward to reviewing the Draft Final AQGMP when it is released in
December.

Very truly yours

Curtis L. Coleman

Executive Director
Southern California Air Quality Alliance
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Responses to Comment Letter from Southern California Air Quality Alliance
(Comment Letter #77)

Response to Comment 77-1:

Staff appreciates the support for the development of zero and near-zero emission technologies along with
incentives.

Response to Comment 77-2:

See Response to Comment 17-3 regarding fuel-neutral technology. With regard to clearly stating and
reinforcing such a policy, the commenter is directed to Page 4-9 in Chapter 4 of the 2016 AQMP that
discusses the performance-based policy that includes technology and fuel neutrality.

Response to Comment 77-3:

Staff appreciates the comments regarding the need for incentivizing early emission reductions and the
need to identify additional funding. Staff looks forward to working with SCAQA on developing approaches
for securing additional incentives funds.

Response to Comment 77-4:

The RECLAIM re-assessment working group will look at various options for the future of RECLAIM,
including those provided by the commenter and command and control overlays with an orderly transition
into a command and control regulatory structure. Staff looks forward to working with the stakeholders
regarding the RECLAIM program.
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Comment Letter from Southern California Alliance of Publicly Owned Treatment Works (Comment

Letter #78

SCAP

SOUTHERN CALIFDRRIA ALLIANCE JF
FUBLIC o DWHED TREATIVENT WORKE

November 7, 2006

Mr., Wayne MNastri. Acting Executive Officer
South Coast Adr Quality Management District
21865 Copley Drive

Mamond Bar, Califvmia 91763

Drear Mr. Mastri:
Re: Comments on the Draft 20016 Air Quality Management Plan

The Southern California Alliance of Publicly Owned Treatment Works (SCAP) appreciates this
opperlunity to provide comments on the Drafl 2076 Air Quality Management Plan { Draft AQNP),

SUAP represents 83 public agencies that provide essential water supply and wastewater treatiment

toe nearly 19 million people in Los Angeles, Orange, San [Mego, Santa Barbara, Riverside, San 781
Bernardino and Ventura counties. SCAP's wastewater members provide environmentally sound,
cost-effective management of more than two billion gallons of wastewater cach day and, in the
process, convert wastes into resources such as recveled water and biogas,

This transmittal is our third comment letter regarding the Draft AQMP, but our comments have yet
to be addressed. Our members are troubled that some of the proposed control measures appear o |78-2
negatively impact the beneficial use of biogas produced from municipal wastewater reatment
plants and landfills, We would greatly appreciate modifications to the Drall AQMP to address our
comments,

Overall, SCAP is concerned that SCAQMD has not been provided the regulatory authority to
control weone forming emissions in the South Coast Alr Basin from mobile and federal sources.
which constitute 88 percent of the emissions inventory. Accordingly, we object to the proposed
“tair share” concept where SCAQMD, CARDB and EPA would each reduce emission sources under
their control by 50 percent. We believe that stationary sources are already well-controlled and |78-3
achieving our “fair share™ is not feasible without a significant infusion of incentive funding. The
Draft AQMP fails w provide an adequate or reliable incentive funding mechanism for mobile and
federal sources, which will likely be funded prior to stationary source control projects. Considering
this reality. SCAP believes that CARB and EPA should be solely responsible for securing ncentive
funding for mobile and federal sources. The Clean Air Act was not crafted to penalize the South
Coast Alr Basin Tor CARB and EPA’s failure o adequately control mobile and federal sources. We
respectiully request that the AQMP be revised to ensure that stationary sources are not penalized in
the event that CARB and EPA are unable to adequately control mobile and federal sources,
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The following owtlines our specific comments on the draft stationary source control measures
contained in Appendix [V-A:

Cost effectiveness and feasibility:

SCAP applands SCAQMD for placing a priority on feasible and cost-effective control measures.
However, in order o ensure that control measures remain feasible and cost-efTective, SCADMD
should perform an assessment of actual costs and the technological feasibility of certain rules. | 78-4
Rather than only estimating costs looking forward, we respectfully request that a third party
consultant be retained 1o perform such an assessment looking backward, Specifically, the recent
biogas limits contained in Rule 11102 should be assessed to validate staff' s cost-effectiveness and
technology feasibility assumptions.  We believe that such an analysis would help refine cost-
effectiveness assumptions and shed light on the reliability and cost-elfectiveness of applicahle
Biogas projects moving forward. Other recent rules. such as 1147, should also be assessed to help
refine cost-effectiveness assumptions w be used during future rulemaking. We believe that such a
third party assessment would provide greater transparency and validate whether emission reductions
are truly cost-ellective and feasible moving forward.

CMRB-
Incentives:
Our members are increasingly concerned that incentive funding will not be available, while new
requirements are imposed with little regard for cost-effectiveness or reliability. CMB-01 explains
that “Staff anricipates many facilities and stakeholders will come forth and participate once a
warkingr growp is established and it witl be determined the mast cost effective means for disiribution
of funds to achicve emission reductions”  Although we appreciate a working group will be
established, the Draft AQMP lacks specificity regarding how funds will be distributed and whether
cost-effective projects will be required to reduce emissions without incemiive funding. We
respectfully request that these details be outlined and vetted prior to the adoption of the AQMP.

inn to fero and Near-Zero Emissio rigs for Stationary Sources:

78-5
Biogas:

Thas dralt control measure seeks w replace traditional combustion sources with zero and near-zero
emission technologies including electrification or fuel cells. This control measure continues to
emphasize that biogas from wastewater treatment plants and landfills can be processed and cleaned
for the use in fuel cells or transportation fuels, While our SCAP membership embraces these goals,
we would again like to respectiully remind staft that biogas cleanup is not usually cost-eftective and
fuel cells have consistently failed prematurely due 10 stack failures, which then requires flaring in
order 1o continue providing necessary management of the biogas. Al minimum, o provide a
realistic characterization, we again request that these challenges be discussed in the Draft AQMP.

As we huve mdicated in the past, we appreciate SCAQMD's suppor in incentivizing zero and near-
zeto biogas technologies. However, SCAQMD should clarify that biogas technologies are not truly
commercially available, reliable or cost-elfective yet. We are troubled that performanee claims
provided by vendors are not fully validated by SCAQMD prior to rule development and as a result
our indusiry has been negatively impacted. Due to these inherent challenges, we request that a third
party consultant be retained to perform such a validation prior to the adoption of future biogas rules
and the emission reductions associated with such projects not be included in this AQMP.

[g*)
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Emergency Diesel Engines;

Considering our members provide an essential public service by treating wastewater and conveying
drinking water, we are very concerncd about the proposed emergency diesel engine requirements.
In the event of a mujor carthquake event or other significant emergency, sanilation and drinking
water infrastructure must have a source of uninterrupted reliable power, Fuel cells, battery storage
and alternative Fuels are not currently able 10 provide such a reliable source of backup cmergency
power.  As acknowledged by the Draft AQMP, . _some essential back-up power applications T8-6
{hospitaly, commumications, rransporiation, eic) reguire capahiliies for long-ferm power and fuel
storage oF delivery under extreme emergency conditions.” The Draft AQMD should be revised to
clarify that essential public services must maintain the ability to respond o a long-term power
disruption using a reliable and available fuel.

Similarly, our members have concerns regarding requiring the ability for Tier 4 engimes to operate
during an extended emergency, SCR svstems associated with Tier 4 diesel engines rely upen urea,
which can be depleted in an emergency, The Draft AQMP should also establish the regulatory
framework needed w ensure that Tier 4 engines can be used reliably in the event of a significant
CITICTEETICY,

CMB-03 Emission Reductions from N
SCAP is extremely concerned that the Draft AQMP now indicates that our sector will need to clean
biogas [or vehicle fuel/pipeline injection project or, if not feasible, wtilize equipment to produce
power and‘or heat.  This measure continues to indicate that if all other options are feasible, the
installation of newer fares at BACT will be required. Based upon our experience with Rule
TT10.2, we believe that SCAQMD staff already deems alternatives to flaring to be feasible and cost-
elfective. As outlined above, we respectiully request that a third party consultant be retained 1o
validate the cost-effectiveness und feasibility of the technology needed to comply with biogas | 78-7
control measures,

While we appreciate the acknowledgement that flares are needed for emergency or hackup capacity,
we are concerned thal our previous comments regarding the wastewaler sector inventory were nol
addressed. For example, our previous comments requested that the inventory be amended to reflect
that we only contribute 0L01 tons per day of NOx Considering wastewater tlares are an
insignificant source of MOx and they are normally used for emergency or backup purposcs, SCAP
requests that the inventory be revised and the AQMP include an acknowledgment that wastewater
flares are an insigoificant source of NOx emissions.

MCS-01 Improved Breakdown Procedures and Process Re-Design:

As we have previously commented, SCAP requests that this measure be excluded from the AQMP.
This measure will nol achieve any emission reductions and EPA’s Startup Shutdown Malfunction
(S5M) policy is curremtly being challenged by 36 states. In the event this control measure cannot
be removed from the AQMP. we request that a deseription of the ongoing litigation and potential
Nexibility afforded by EPA should be included in MCS-011. States subject to FPA™s 8IP-Call have
proposed altemative compliance approaches that should be considered by SCAQMID prior to any
amendment or repeal of Rule 4340, if the S5M policy is upheld by the [0.C. Cireuit,

78-8
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BCM-10 Emission Reductions from Greenwaste Composting:

SCAP again requests that developing technology not be specifically discussed in the AQMP unless
the actual performance can be demonstrated and validated in commercial and sector specific
applications.

As desenbed inoour previous comment letters, we remain confused by the focus on food waste
digestion in association with & preenwaste composting control measure, This deaft control measure
indicates that increased anaerobic digestion capacity “..af Samitafion Districts could {ower
eeissions of NHI and VO for certain waste streams,..” We agree thal wastewater treatment plants
can reduce emissions associated with food waste, but we are unaware of any technology that would
allow wastewater treatment plant digesters to process preenwaste,  Please revise this control
measure to exclude the discussion of greenwaste digestion at wastewater tresiment plants,

BCM-05 Ammeonia Emission Reductions from NOx Controls:

While we appreciate staff’s verbal clarification that this proposed control measure is only intended
lor large-scale projects and will not impact the NOx control systems associated with Rule 11102,
we again respectiully request that this clarification be memorialized in the AQMP.

Lasl, but not least, we would like to remind staff that Clean Air Act Section 185 penalties will be
triggered by either the depletion of non-SIP approved funding mechanisms cutlined in Rule 317 or
by non-atainment of the 8-hour ozone standard.  As outlined above, our members believe that
stationary sources will bear the brunt of this AQMP because CARB and EPA appear w be
unwilling or unable to significantly control mobile and federal source emissions. Because Section
[85 would penalize major stationary sources due to lack of contral aver mobile and tederal sources,
we respectiully request SCAQMD™s commitment to lobby for the revision of this provision of the
Clean Adr Act, if triggered.

We would like 10 take this opportunity 1o thank you again for supporting legislation and policies
that will provide financial incentives for the preductive use of hiogas, Please do not hesitate 1o
contact Mr. David Rothbart of the Los Angeles Counly Sanitation Districts, SCAP Air Quality
Committee Chair, should you have any questions regarding our comments on the Draft AQMP at
(562) YOR-428E, extension 2412,

Sincerel

Tohn Pastore, Fxecutive Director

ce: Dr. Philip Fine, SCAQMD

78-9
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Responses to Comment Letter from South California Alliance of Publicly Owned Treatment Works
(SCAP) (Comment Letter #78)

Response to Comment 78-1:
Staff appreciates the comments on the Revised Draft 2016 AQMP.
Response to Comment 78-2:

Staff appreciates continued participation in the AQMP development and will respond to individual
comments in addition to revising the Plan, as appropriate in response to some comments.

Response to Comment 78-3:

Please see Responses to Comments 30-5 and 54-2 regarding “fair share” reductions and the SCAQMD
responsibility in regulating stationary sources, ensuring attainment of the standards, and fulfilling shortfall
of the reductions to obtain those standards.

Response to Comment 78-4:

SCAQMD appreciates the support for placing a priority on feasible and cost-effective control measures.
As part of the rulemaking process, a socioeconomic analysis is conducted on those rules that may have an
economic impact. A cost-effectiveness analysis was conducted for Rules 1110.2 and 1147. Third party
consultants along with the public are welcome to comment during the rulemaking process. In 2015, a
preliminary retrospective socioeconomic analysis was conducted at the request of stakeholders and was
presented at the June 3, 2015 Scientific, Technical & Modeling Peer Review (STMPR) meeting. SCAQMD
Rule 1105.1, the SOx RECLAIM program, and Rule 1110.2 were selected as examples for this analysis. An
initial review showed that costs determined by SCAQMD, as well as other agencies, are typically
overestimated. There are also uncertainties that may be affecting retrospective costs supplied by
stakeholders. Examples of these layered costs are rule compliance costs versus costs for other concurrent
facility upgrades or corporate decisions resulting in more expensive controls, as compared to other
commercially available and less expensive controls.

Response to Comment 78-5:

Please see Response to Comment 78-4 about cost-effectiveness. In addition, technology assessments
may be conducted to ensure technologies will provide sufficient reliability for specific applications. A
Financial Incentive Funding Action Plan is currently under development that will provide more detail as to
the possible sources of funding available. The plan will provide an analysis of potential funding
opportunities and proposed actions to be taken to secure the funding identified in the AQMP. Staff will
lobby for incentive funding to ensure the success of incentive measures. The Financial Incentive Funding
Action Plan will also include activities to pursue funding, the schedule, and reporting.

Regulatory measures may be implemented in the future after the implementation of the incentive

programs and the cost of technologies decline. If staff identifies sources of NOx reductions that are
currently cost-effective, regulatory measures will be pursued without incentives.
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Please see Response to Comment 54-3 and 54-4 regarding biogas. Staff has noted some of the challenges
in CMB-01 such as costs for pipeline infrastructure and biogas cleanup. A working group will be formed
to further discuss the challenges for specific sectors on biogas. Biogas operators are encouraged to
explore beneficial use of biogas whenever and wherever technologically feasible and cost-effective.

Response to Comment 78-6:

Please see Response to Comment 73-4 and 73-7 regarding technology assessments. Staff included
language in CMB-01 to acknowledge some essential back-up power applications may require capabilities
for long-term power and fuel storage under extreme emergency conditions. However, new technologies
may prove to be as reliable if not more reliable than conventional technology. As reported by the U.S.
Department of Energy, fuel cells were instrumental in providing backup power during Hurricane Sandy in
2012. While many of the diesel, propane, and battery cell phone tower backup generators were affected
by the storm, the fuel cells performed without issues (http://energy.gov/articles/calling-all-fuel-cells). As
zero and near-zero technologies evolve, improve, and become more cost effective, they may become the
preferred source of reliable backup power for critical applications.

Response to Comment 78-7:

Please see Response to Comment 54-4. Staff included language acknowledging wastewater treatment
plants may have lower waste gas streams and the options for pipeline injection may be limited. Staff has
also included the emission inventory for sewage treatment, which is 0.01 tpd of NOx and is expected to
remain so for 2023 and 2031. The emissions inventory will be further refined during the rulemaking
process as will the cost effectiveness and technical feasibility of emission reductions from wastewater
treatment facilities.

Response to Comment 78-8:

Please see Response to Comment 35-10 regarding the inclusion of control measure MCS-01 in the Plan.
Staff acknowledges the ongoing national litigation on this matter, and alternative compliance approaches
that may be developed elsewhere in the nation will be considered prior to any amendment of Rule 430.

Response to Comment 78-9:

Emerging technologies have been discussed in the 2016 AQMP as a potential method to control and/or
reduce emissions from stationary sources. Actual performance of a technology and commercial and
sector-specific applications will be demonstrated and validated during the rule development process.
Please also see Response to Comment 4-1.

As the commenter stated in the comment letter, anaerobic digesters can reduce emissions associated
with foodwaste, but cannot currently practically process greenwaste. Staff is well aware of the
impracticability of digester for processing greenwaste. This is already stated in BCM-10 as “Capacity at
existing digestion facilities at Sanitation Districts could lower emissions of NH3 and VOC for certain waste
streams.” It is also indicated clearly in the Emission Reductions section of the measure, stating “Increased
use of anaerobic digestion could help lower VOC and ammonia emissions from treatment of organic
waste, such as foodwaste, biosolids, or manure where feasible.”

Response to Comment 78-10:


http://energy.gov/articles/calling-all-fuel-cells
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Large scale projects typically have more emissions that can make improvements or add-on controls more
cost-effectively. However, small scale projects do not always lead to small emissions and there may be
opportunities whereby small scale projects can cost effectively apply controls to further reduce emissions.
Thus, the applicability of this control measure cannot exclude specific facilities or small scale projects at
this point in time. Until such time where a rulemaking is conducted, a more extensive analysis of potential
applicable sources will be identified and analyzed as to which types of sources could feasibly and cost
effectively reduce emissions associated with a particular facility or size of project.

Please see Response to Comments 30-5 and 54-2 regarding “fair share” control of mobile and federal
source emissions. Staff is aware of the equivalency exercise under Rule 317 and continues to work with
CARB and U.S. EPA to ensure reductions from sources not within our authority.
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Comment Letter from the City of Irvine (Comment Letter #79)
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November 7, 2016

Dr. Philip Fine

Deputy Executive Officer

South Coast Air Quality Management District
21860 Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, CA 92765

Subject: City of Irvine Comments: Draft 2016 Air Quality Management Plan

Dear Dr. Fine:

The City of Irvine appreciatées the opportunity to provide comments on the revised Dratt
2016 Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) and the associaled Socio Economic
Analysis. The Draft 2016 AQMP is a monumental effort and the City of Irvine recognizes
that the AQMP is critical to the region's ability to achieve federal air quality standards
and healthful air,

The following general comments and recommendations are offered by the City of Irvine
on the revised Draft 2016 AQMP released in October, The City of Irvine reserves the
right to make further comments at a future date when the full impact of the Draft 2016
AQMPF can be assessed.

1 Action Plan for Incentive Strategies: The Draft 2016 AQMP contains a number of
measures that are designed to be implemented through incentives to accelerate
the penetration of zero- and near-zero emission technologies, and to further
reduce emissions from other mobile and stationary control measures. The Draft
2016 AQMP also notes that as much as $14 billion in funding needs to be
identified in order to implement “incentive strategies.”

Itis the City of Irvine's understanding that the $14 billion in funding need
represents the total funding need of all the agencies respansible for
implementing the proposed measures. The City of Irvine recommends that the
incentive funding need for each proposed measure be detailed in the 2016
AQMP Plan and Appendices, particularly Table IV-A-1 and Table IV-A-2 in
Appendix IV-A and that funding need hy agency also be suuimmarized and
presented. If a funding action plan is not provided. we are unable to verify the
financial assumptions made in the Draft 2016 AQMP,

1 Civic Canlter Pluza, rvine, CA 92606-5208 949724060

Community Development cityofirvine.org
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The Draft 2016 AQMP should include an action plan that identifies the funding
source for all incentive strategies. It should also include a discussion un the
impact to local jurisdictions. For example, in regards to measures EEC 02 (Co 79-2
Benetits from Existing Residential and Commercial Building Energy Efficiency Con't
Measures (NOx and VOC) and EEC-03 (Additional Enhancements in Reducing
Existing Residential Building Cnergy Use (NOx and VOC), additional details are
needed as to the recipient of the incentive and who will be required to complete
the hookkeeping and manitaring

2. Preservation of Local Funding: As noted in the previous comment, the South
Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) has not identified funding 79.3
sources for the incentive strategies  The City of Irvine is opposed to the 5
redirection of any funds currently allocated to County Transportation
Commissions and/or local jurisdictions in order to fund the incentive strategies,
as this could result in an inability for the region to deliver the projects and
programs used to demonstrate air quality conformity in the Regional

Transporlation Plan.

3. EGM-01: Emission Reduction from New Development and Redevelopment
Projects: The purpose of this measure is to mitigate and reduce emissions from
new development and redevelopment projects, The description of EGM-01 is
very broad and could be interpreted to add a new fee to new development or
redevelopment in the SCAQMD service area, similar to Rule 9510 adopted by
the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Contral District. While implemeantation of this
medsure has been delayed until 2019-2031, the City of Irvine continues to have
concern with ECM-01.

79-4

As a local government, Irvine 18 concerned with this prospective measure ahsent
more information on how a development fee might impact local land use under its
authority. To the extent that such a control measure would redistribute or
constrain growth in the region, it could undermine the greenhouse gas (GHG)
and pollutant emission reductions that are imbedded in the Regional
Transporlation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) thal the Cily
of Irvine worked diligently to complete with the Southern California Association of
Governments (SCAG), A fee might not be the best way to ensure that new
structures accommodate clean technologies, and the SCAQMD should also
explore other cost effective methods.

Because of its ambiguity and potential overlap with the RTP/SCS, this proposed
measure should not be included among the AQMP's enforceable, committed
measures. The Cily ol hivine reconmimends thal the Oranye County Council of
Covernments, the subregional agency for Orange County, be included in any SC
AQMD Working Group that is established or reconvened on this measure, to
allow for meaningful dialogue on this proposed measure. Further. if this measure




Comments and Responses to Comments on the 2016 AQMP

Dr. Philip Fine
November 7, 2016
Page 3

«

proceeds to rule development in the tuture, tha SCAQMDD needs ta assure that
any propused rule will integrate with, and enhance the Callfornia Environmental

Quality Act (CEQA) process and not impede the project approval process in light
of CEQA timelines.

. CMB-02. Emission Reductions from Replacement with Zero or Near-Zero NOx

Appliances in Commercial and Residential Applications: The purpose of this
control measure is to seek annual average NOx appliances such as boilers,
Wwater heaters, and space heating furnaces, and other natural gas or LPG
equipment with zero emilling ur lower NOx lechnologies. There is concern that
this measure will further impact the affordability of housing by placing a burden
on existing homeowners,

Duplicalive Measure. BCM-03. Furlher Emission Reduction from Paved Road
Dust Sources: The AQMP proposes that measures BCM-03 would include a
review of existing National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
mandates and that this is conducted in conjunction with any potential rulemaking
efforts. NPDES permits are administered by the local regional water guality
control boards. The SCAQMD docs not have juriadiction over the issuance and
maintenance of mandates required of NPDES permits. The City of Irvine
requests that the SCAQMD remove reference to NPDES mandate review as ta
not confuse jurisdictional and implementation issues related o these permils,

Technology Neutrality: The City of Irvine recommends that the AQMP remain
technology neutral. With evolving new technologies, the plan should not single
out any particular technology or group of technologies. Remaining technology
neutral will allow the plan to be more flexible and will provide property owners
with a wide variety of options that are cost effective,

Unguantified Measures. There aie a nuimber ol imeasures Whal have nul been
quantificd in the Draft 2016 AQMP. These are often referred to as "to-be-
determined” or “TBD" measures. Based upon the review of the initial Draft 2016
AQMP, it is the City of Irvine's understanding that the Plan is capable of
achieving federal air quality standards in absence of any of the TBD measures.
The City of Irvine raiscs a concern regarding whether it is appropriate to include
these types of measures in the 2016 AQMP, since they do not advance
attainment. Inclusion of TBD measures implies some level of commitment toward
delivering those measures even though it has not been determined the amount, if
any, emission reductions they can provide, or at what cost. An economic analysis
cannot be performed without the quantified benefits. The City of Irvine is
concerned that the inclusion of TBD measures in the 2016 AQMP could allow the
District staff to substitute a TBD measure in place of other quantified and
committed measures after the 2016 AQMP is approved. The City of Irvine
understands that in the future, the THI) measures may prove to be more cost

79-4
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effective than other committed measures. This kind of transfer should not be
implemented as an administiative chanyge, and should unly be pursued through
an appropriate public process. Until the time that cither a backstop measure is
needed or a TBD measure is identified to be more cost effective than one of the
currently qualified measures, the City of Irvine requests that the TBD measures
either be removed from the plan, or clearly separated from the quantified 79-8
measures, and called out as uncommitted measures that require further Con't
development and evaluation.

Furthenmore, should the TBD measures remain in the 2016 AQMP, the City of
Irvine requests that the 2016 AQMP include a discussion that clearly states the
purpose for including these strategies and the process required to incorporate
them. Preferably, this process would include action by the SCAQMD Governing
Board and opportunities fur public review and coniment,

Thank you again for the opportunity to provide input on the revised Draft 2016 AQMP.
We appreciate your consideration of the comments provided in this letter and we 100k
forward to your responses, We look forward to the release of the final draft of the 2016
AQMP tentatively scheduled for December 2016, with a scheduled review and adoption
in February 2017. The City of Irvine continues to reserve the right to make further
comments at the time of the release of the final draft documents.

If you have any questions, please contact Marikia Poynter, Scnior Planncr, at 040 724
6456 or mpoynter@cityofirvine.org.

Sincerely,

Susan Emery
Director of Community Development

ec:  Tim Gehrich, Deputy Director of Community Development
Barry Curtis, Manager of Planning Services
Bill Jacobs, Principal Planner
Marika Poynter, Senior Planner
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Responses to Comment Letter from City of Irvine
(Comment Letter #79)

Response to Comment 79-1:

Staff appreciates the comments on the 2016 Revised Draft AQMP and recognition of the critical role of
the AQMP to achieve federal air quality standards and healthful air.

Response to Comment 79-2:

Please see Responses to Comments 7-4 and 11-1 regarding the Financial Incentive Funding Action Plan. A
draft Financial Incentive Funding Action Plan was released in December 2016 for public comment. The
draft Action Plan focuses on mobile sources and identified potential funding needed to implement the
State SIP Strategy “Further Deployment of Cleaner Technologies” measures. The draft Plan provides an
evaluation of the funding needed for each of the measures. Since the SCAQMD staff believes that new
funding will need to come a variety of sources, SCAQMD staff has not identified any specific funding
sources by agency. The draft Action Plan discusses a large of potential opportunities that will be further
discussed through a public process. In addition, a rest of guiding principles is proposed as the SCAQMD
moves forward in securing new funding. One of the proposed principle is the recognition that any new
funding not be through diversion of existing funds from programs not related to air quality.

Response to Comment 79-3:

It is not the intent to redirect existing funding from other programs to help incentivize the turnover of
older vehicles and equipment, but rather, to seek new sources of revenues. This will be clearly stated in
the funding action plan.

Response to Comment 79-4:

See Responses to Comments 38-3 and 86-2 regarding a development fee in EGM-01. SCAQMD staff will
solicit comments on the feasibility of implementing an approach similar to Sn Joaquin’s rule and whether
other approaches will be more appropriate in lieu of a mitigation fee. Staff will ensure that any approach

proposed will complement SCAG’s RTP/SCS and not impede with the CEQA process. Lastly, staff welcomes
the participation of the City and the Orange County Council of Governments on the working group.

Response to Comment 79-5:

Staff believes there can be a balance in achieving the aims of clean air while not imposing an undue cost
burden on existing homeowners. Staff’s goal, in collaboration with interested stakeholders, is to identify
the most cost-effective approaches that are best in achieving maximum emission reductions for less
money spent.

Response to Comment 79-6:
Please see Response to Comment 6-2 regarding the NPDES mandate review.

Response to Comment 79-7:
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Please see Responses to Comments 17-3 and 77-2 regarding technology neutrality.
Response to Comment 79-8:

Please see Response to Comment 7-5 regarding TBD measures.
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Comment Letter from Eastern Municipal Water District (Comment Letter #80)
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November 7, 2016

Mr. Wayne Mastri, Acting Executive Officer
South Coast Air Quality Management District
21865 Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, Califarnia 91765

Subject: Comments on the 2016 Revised Draft Air Quality Management Plan dated October
2016

Dear Mr. Mastri:

The Eastern Municipal Water District (EMWD) appreciates this opportunity to provide comments
on the 2016 Revised Draft Air Quality Management Plan (2016 AGMP), EMWD operates many
stationary sources to provide potable water, water reclamation and recycled water services to
over 700,000 people in a service area of 555 square miles. As the provider of both water and
wastewater reclamation services, EMWD is responsible for effectively managing its resources
economically while being a good neighbor 1o the community.

As a stationary source in the South Coast Air Basin, EMWD recognizes the challenges faced by the
South Coast Air Quality Management District [AQMD) and would like to thank the AQMD staff for
their efforts and consideration of stakeholder comments and feedback during the development of
the current 2016 AQMP. We respectfully reguest that the AQMD consider the following
camments:

In CMB-01, Zero ond Neor Zero Emission Technologies (IV-A-46), the measure discusses the use of
fuel cells to replace emergency diesel engines. This section acknowledges that some essential
backup power applications require capabilities for long-term power under extreme emergency
conditions; however providers of essential public services such as water and wastewater services
are not specifically mentioned.

2270 Trumble Road » PO, Box 8300 + Perris, CA 92572-8300 E
T 951,928 3777 * 951928 6177 errwd org
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Essential public services should be included in this exemption consideration for existing and future
installations. EMWD reguests the following language change to Appendix 4, CWVIB-01, 1v-A-d6, | 80-2
"some essential back-up power applications [hospitals, communications, transportation, essential | Con't
public services elc. require capabilities for long-term power and fuel storage or delivery under

extreme emergency conditions {earthguakes, long-term power outages, natural gas pipeline
disruption, etc.].”

The reason that essential public services, such as EMWD, should be exempt is because the

recommendations for replacement of diesel emergency generators with fuel cells or other

alternatives will not work for our facilities. EMWD must be able to provide water and wastewater

services during an extreme emergency to protect and sustain public health. Specifically, fuel cells

have the fellowing limitations: 80-3

= Fuel cells in this applicatlon are new and unproven technology in that the reliability in an
emergency application has nat been evaluated.

= Importantly, the proposed replacement technology relies on natural gas supply which will
probably be compromised in an extreme emergency and not be readily available at remote
facilities. This will greatly jeopardize the ahility to pravide essential public services during
emergencies, especially under extreme conditions. Emergency generators are self-
contained and work effectively under these conditions.

= Financially, fuel cells are expensive in comparison to diesel emergency generators which ta
EMWD customers does not economically justify the cost effectiveness of fuel cells.

In CMB-01, Equipment Replacement (IV-A-51), a discussion related to engine replacerment
including different types of Internal Combustion Engines (ICEs) is provided. The discussion in the
measure related to the replacement of diesel emergency engines and the potential limit changes
for prime engines is concerning to EMWD. In addition to the concerns expressed previously related
to replacement of diesel ICEs with fuel cells, EMWD has the following comments regarding the
engine replacement of existing diesel emergency generators at our facilities:
- - _ . : i 80-4
* The availability and reliability of Tier 4 diesel backup generator engines, especially for
higher horsepower ranges, is a concern. Certified Tier 4 engines greater than 750
horsepower are limited.
¢ Tier 4 engines have various after-treatment controls required to attain those standards,
Consequently the reliability of these engines to operate in an actual emergency is
guastionable and has not been demonstrated. This is a concern far essential public services
during an emergency.
The estimated Total NOx Emissions of 1.5 tons per day (tpd) for Tier | and Tier Il diesel engines
specified in CMB-01 Table 2 (1V-A-51) appears high assuming these estimates are based on actual
operation, which is low since they are installed for emergency back-up use.

Overall, EMWD is concerned with mandated replacements of emergency diesel generators which | 80-9
are rarely operated and in-place for the purpose of emergency back-up. This will not result in
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substantial emission reductions; therefore it is difficult to justify these actions as cost effective or
economically responsible to our customers.

CrWB-01 also discusses amending existing regulations to reduce the emission limits for prime
natural gas engine installations by employing new catalyst technology with 2 multi-step approach.
The discussion in CAAE8-01 (Iv-A-52) implies that this technology can achieve less than 2 ppm NOx
in a retrofit non-CHP installation. EMWD is concerned with the statement that this multi-stage
catalyst technology supports a new emission limit of 2 ppm equivalent ta the CARB Distributed
Generation [DG) standards, and recommends that prior to drafting the rule that the technology be
proven to meet the new emission limit. EMWD would like to stress the importance of recognizing
the difference between package systems and retrofit installations for new technologies. This
distinction should be recognized in the measure. In addition, typically new low emission control
systems add a level of complexity that are often problematic and impact the operational reliability
of our facilities. Operational reliability of essential public services is critical and should not be
dismissed.

In CMB-01, Facility Madernization by Sector (IV-A-53), the measure emphasizes the use of biogas
from wastewater treatment plants and landfills in fuel cells or transportation fuels. While ERWD
embraces these goals, we would like to respectfully remind staff that biogas cleanup is not usually
cost-effective, We appreciate AQMDs aptimism that technology will evolve to provide solutions
far low levels of biogas however this has not cccurred yet. The volume of biogas production is a
limiting factor related to the feasibility of pipeline injection and is an issue for EMWD operated
regional wastewater facilities. Our wastewater facilities are somewhat unigue in that that are
geographically spread out and their individual biogas production volume is lower than typically
required for pipeline injection and transportation fuel projects. EMWD appreciates the added
discussion in the draft AQMP related to funding incentives and supports incentive funding for
these project types. In addition, EMWD will actively participate in working groups formed for
these efforts.

While we appreciate AQMD's support in incentivizing zero and near-zero biogas technologies, we
do not believe these biogas technologies are truly commercially available, rellable or cost-effective
yet. Due to these inherent challenges, we reguest that biogas not be specifically included in this
contral measure,

With regard to CMB-03, tmission Reductions from Non-Refinery Flares, we are concerned with the
implications of this measure due to the fact that flares in the wastewater sector are needed far
emergency and backup use. Wastewater facilities attempt to use all of this renewable fuel for
energy rather than just flaring.  We are concerned that the wastewater sector inventory is not
accurately portrayed in the AQMP since it is lumped together with the oil and gas facility
categories. Based on detailed summer planning inventory from AQMD staff, the wastewater
sector cantributes anly 0.01 tons per day (ted) of NOx, Based on the 2.4 tpd inventory in CMB-03,
the contribution by the wastewater sector is less than 0.5% of the total NOx emissions from non-
refinery flares. Considering wastewater flares are an insignificant source of NOx, they are
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typically used far emergency or backup purposes, and the cost of replacement, EMWD
reguests thatl the wastewaler sector be excluded from this control measure and the inventory
be revised to reflect the insignificance of the wastewater sector.

The Bockground (IV-A-78) discussion in CMB-03, references the Rule 1110.2 amendments
relative to the implementation of biogas emission limits, EMWD would like to reiterate that | gp-7
biogas is viewed by our industry as a valuable "renewable” resource, not a waste product. | Con't
EMWD has made numerous efforts to research effective biogas technologies to preserve
beneficial use of biogas. EMWD continues to pursue this goal as we continue our biogas
research efforts and expand our focus to Combined Heat and Power (CHP) studies and
prajects. It is critical that AOMD understand that the beneficial use of this renewable resource
is highly important to EMWD as an agency and as commitment to our customers. The
Bockground [IV-A-78} should acknowledge understanding of this shared goal and EMWD's
support for collabarative efforts,

In addition, CMB-03 does not acknowledge that despite beneficial use of biogas, wastewater
treatment facilities will still require a reliable emergency/back-up option which means our
flares are essential. Consequently, based on the Proposed Method Control item 2, future | 50-8
ACMD rules would drive mandated replacements with newer flares. Based on this path,
EMWD would be reguired to replace our emergency back-up flares that meet the current BACT
standard of 0.06 Ib per MMBtu, EMWD has difficulty understanding the justification to expend
millions of dollars to replace reliable backup flare installation(s) at our wastewater treatment
plants when this replacement will not result in meaningful emission reductions,

CMEB-03 (IV-A-80) also discusses changes in flare technology and the utilization of clean | 80-9
enclased burner (CEB) technologies, EMWD would like to highlight reliability concerns with
utilizing mare complex emission control system that are often more problematic and
consequently affect the operational reliability of essential public services.

In CME-03, Regulotory History (IV-A-78), the measure highlights that no source specific rules
for NOx emissions from non-refinery flares are currently in place, This statement dismisses the | 80-10
fact that although there is not a source specific rule for the wastewater sector, operators have
still been subject to new source review for installations which requires BACT. As noted in the
Proposed Method of Control section, these 2006 BACT requirements are more stringent than
the flare rule implemented in the San loaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District.
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Thank you In advance for considering our comments above and for the opportunity to
comment. If you have any guestions, please feel free to contact &l Javier at (951) 928-3777

extension 6327 or at javiera@emwd.omg

sincerely,

layne H Joy, H.
Director of Environmental and Regulatory Compliance

/AR AT g

o Dr. Philip Fine, SCAQMD
Michael Krause, SCAONMD
Records Management, EMWD
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Responses to Comment Letter from Eastern Municipal Water District (EMWD)
(Comment Letter #80)

Response to Comment 80-1:

Staff appreciates comments on the 2016 Revised Draft AQMP.
Response to Comment 80-2:

Please see Response to Comment 78-6 regarding the use of fuel cells.
Response to Comment 80-3:

Please see Response to Comment 78-6. Natural gas supplies may be provided with natural gas trailers.
These trailers may be linked to provide more fuel supply. Incentives will encourage and/or play a
significant role in making it cost-effective for facilities or equipment owners to transition to zero or near-
zero technologies or replace equipment earlier. In the future, regulatory measures may be considered
after the implementation of the incentive programs when the cost of technologies decline and reliability
has been demonstrated.

Response to Comment 80-4:

Please see Responses to Comments 71-1 regarding CMB-01, Table 5 - “Incentive Effectiveness by
Category” (formerly Table 4), 73-2, 73-3, 73-4, and 73-7.

Response to Comment 80-5:

Please see Response to Comment 73-9 and 78-6. Regulatory measures may be considered in the future
after the implementation of the incentive program programs when the cost of technologies decline and
reliability has been demonstrated. If specific regulatory measures are developed in the future, staff will
address differences in technologies (package systems and retrofit installations) and the needs of different
industries by forming working groups and conducting technology assessments as necessary.

Response to Comment 80-6:

Please see Response to Comment 54-4. Options such as those mentioned in Response to Comment 71-2
to transport the fuel using CNG trailers could be an option for the geographically spread out facilities that
do not produce a large volume of biogas. Staff encourages EMWD’s participation in future working
groups. Due to the Basin’s extreme non-attainment all sources must be considered during the
development of the AQMP.

Response to Comment 80-7:

Please see Response to Comment 78-7. Staff appreciates EMWD’s efforts to research effective biogas
technologies to promote beneficial use of biogas and its expanded focus on combined heat and power
(CHP) studies and projects.

Response to Comment 80-8:
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Please see Response to Comment 54-4. During the rule making process, staff will evaluate the individual
facilities and sectors when evaluating the technical feasibility and cost effectiveness of the emission
reductions.

Response to Comment 80-9:

Please see Response to Comment 54-4. Staff will conduct a comprehensive technical review of the
available flares and control technologies during the rule making process.

Response to Comment 80-10:

San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) has a source specific rule for flares that includes
wastewater treatment plants, oil and gas production, combustion, incinerators, petroleum refining, and
VOC control. Although the SJVAPCD flare rule emission limit requirements for NOx are less stringent than
SCAQMD’s 2006 BACT requirements, their rule primarily targets VOC emission reductions. Thus, a
regulatory measure is necessary to address existing flares at non-refinery sources and meet limits at least
as stringent as other air Districts.
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Comment Letter from California Small Business Alliance (Comment Letter #81)

CALIFORNIA

BUSTnsE "lhance

Dedicated to Environmental Progress and Economic Growth
November 7 2016

Mr, Wayne Nastri, Acting Executive Officer
South Coast Air Quality Management District
21865 Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, California 217 65

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT 2016 AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT PLAN

Dear Mr, Nastri:

The California Small Business Alliance (Alliance) is a non-partisan coalition of California trade
associations committed to providing small businesses with a single constructive voice before air
quality management districts and other environmental regulatory agencies. As active participants
in the South Coast Air Quality Management District’s (SCAQMD) 2016 Air Quality
Management Plan (AQMP) Advisory Group, the 2016 AQMP Advisory Council. and on many
AQMP White Paper Warking Groups, Alliance members have heen consistent contributors in
the development of the plan, An Alliance representative has also been designated by the Home
Rule Advisory Group to participate in the review of the health impacts of particulate matter air
pollution in the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB) during the development of the AQMP. Finally.
Alliance members have heen actively engaged in the ongoing dialog with other stakeholders
representing a broad cross section of business interests, neighborhood communily organizations,
and local, state and federal agencies. Now, with the October 7, 2016 Draflt AQMP out for review
and comment by the public, we want to take this opportunity to offer our comments as part of the
process.

Our comments arc concentrated in five (5) major areas, as follows:

SCAQMD Proposed 8-Hour Ozone Straregy

Our reading of this section of the October 2016 Revised DRAFT 2016 AQMP revealed that the
SCAQMID has finally come to realize that to ultimately achieve the ozone ambient air quality
stundards, significant additional emission reductions will be necessary from sources under the
primary jurisdiction of the California Air Resources Board (CARB) and U. S, Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA). Alliance members have come to the same realization; that without an
ample fair share commitment of emission reductions from CARRB and EPA, the emission
reduction burden would unfairly be shifted, once again, w stationary sources which are already
struggling under the most stringent controls in the nation.

273 North Spruce Drive « Anaheim, CA 92805

Telephone: (714) 778-0763 + Web: www.calsmallbusinessalllance.org
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A further reading of this section appears to confirm the SCAQMD’s commitment to continue the
policy of technology-and fuel-neutrality (i.e. “All rechnologies and fuels should be able io
compete on an egual footing to meet environmental needs™). Alliance members support the
SCAQMIDY's long-standing practice of setting performance standards that allow all fuels and
technologies to compete. However, a further reading of the Revised Plan seems to suggest that
SCAQMD proposes to put a priority on maximizing emission reductions utilizing zero emission
technologies wherever cost effective and feasible, and near-zero emission technologics in all
other applications. It is not clear to us what those “other applications™ would include, While the | 81-3
Alliance applauds the SCAQMI for placing a priority on feasible and cost-effective control
measures, we caution you to avoid policies that would effectively pick “winners and losers™ in
the selection of technologies that are mandated for use by small businesses. Accordingly,
Alhance members hasten to remind the SCAUQML that the owners and operators of these
businesses are the most knowledgeable as to which technologies are best suited for their
aperations. (ver time, they have built suceessful businesses, provided thousands of good paying
jobs for people in California, and proven that they can compete in the global market.

Finally, while the Alliance whole heartedly endorses SCAQMD’s commitment to establish a
working group that will discuss, evaluate and compare the cost effectiveness and feasibility of
various technologies including those that have zero and near zero emissions, we believe that this
working group must include these very knowledgeable small business owners and operators.

Control Measures

As mentioned earlier in this comment letter, Alhance members are encouraged that. today, the
SCAQMD, CARB, and EPA openly acknowledge that the rules, regulations and programs for
stationary sources are not sulTicient w achicve the NOx emissions reductions necessary o attain
the ozone standards by the approaching deadlines. On balance, we would be remiss if we did not
mention that because of the decades where businesses have had to chooss to operate under the
most onerous command and control regulations in the nation, relocate elsewhere or cease
operations, that they are largely responsible for the limited options that are left available to these
agencies. 81-4

For the rcasona statcd. Alliance members object to the proposed “fair share™ concept wlere
SCAQMD, CARB and EPA would each reduce emission sources under their control by 30
percent. Stationary sources — particularly small businesses — have borne more than their “fair
share™ of the emission reduction obligation in the SICAB, and are well-controlled. Any more
meaningful reductions from these smaller sources would not be practicable or cost-effective
without an adequate or reliable source of incentive Funding.

Alliance members believe that CARB and EPA should be solely responsible for incentive
funding and emission controls needed for mobile and federal sources. The Clean Air Act was not
crafted to penalize the SCAB for CARB and EPA’s failure to adequately control mobile and
tederal sources. We urge the SCAQMD to revise the 2016 AQMP to ensure that stationary
sources are not penalized if CARB and EPA are unable to adequately control the sources under
their respective direct junsdiction,
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CTS-01 Further Emission Reductions from Coatings, Solvents, Adhesives, and Lubricants
(VOC©)

Alliance members are general supportive of SCAQMD’s proposal pursue a strategic VOC
control program: one that will promote strategies and technologies for NOX reductions that also
lead 1o reductions in VOCs, GHGs, and air toxics, However, our support comes with some
reservations in that it seeks VOC emission reductions from certain coatings, adhesives. solvent
and scalant categories by further limiting the allowable VOC content in formulations or by
incentivizing the use of super-compliant technologies. The proposed control measure states that
it is intended as an additional tightening of regulatory exemptions that may be used as
“loopholes™ o avoid the required use of compliant products. The broad diversity of small
business industries in the Alliance, and our intense involvement in decades of rulemaking
activities has made us aware of many situations that required certain regulatory exemptions.
Many of the Regulation 11 series rules contain exemptions for valid reasons. For those reasons,
Alliance members strongly urge SCAQMD to work with us and other stakeholders to ensure that
appropriate substitute products are not only available, but reliable and acceptable to our local
industries.

FLX-02 Stationary Source VOC Incentives

Alhance members are acutely aware of the challenges posed by the 2016 AQMP, and we
applaud SCAQMD for considering using “carrots™ rather than “sticks” to encourage businesses
to make choices that will reduce emissions, while minimizing cost impacts. Using an incentives-
based approach may encourage businesses, particularly small businesses. to opt for cleaner
technologies at an accelerated rate.

Our reading of Control Measure FLLX-02 revealed that SCAQMD plans to explore mechanisms
that would enable facilities to qualify for incentive funding if they utilize equipment or material,
or accept permit conditions which result in cost-effective emission reductions that are beyond
existing requirements. Industries represented by Alliance. as well as other industry organizations
have long disputed the District’s procedures and objectivity for conducting cost-effectiveness
analyses. To that end, we urge SCAQMD to work closely with work closely with us as they set
about the task of exploring and developing mechanisms that would enable facilities to qualify for
incentive funding.

Incentive Funding

Alliance members generally support the concept by the District, CARB and EPA, to achieve the
NOx emission reductions needed to attain the federal ozone air quality standards by 2023 and
2031, using an incentive-based approach. We believe positive outcomes are best achieved
through incentives rather than punitive regulatory actions. Yet, given the fact that air quality has
unarguably improved over the years, and that the reductions in harmtul emissions have come
almost entirely from stationary sources (businesses), the question of how these three (3)
regulatory agencies will decide on a “fair share” approach to achieve the emission reductions
required by the 2016 AQMP and related State Implementation Plan (SIP), is a matter of some
coneern to us.

81-5
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(‘onsidering that stationary sonrces nnder the jurisdietion of' the District constitute approximately
12 percent of the NOx emissions in the reglon, and considering that mobile sources under the
Jjurisdiction of other regulatory agencies (CARD and EPA) account for 88 percent of the region’s
total NOx emissions, it seems only “fair” that they should willingly accept sole responsibility for
reducing the greater share of the emissions required by the AQMP. Our use of the term
“responsibility™ is meant to mean financial responsibility as well as jurisdictional responsibility.

Our reading of the AQMP suggpests that the SCAQMD has yet to identify and secure adequate or | g4_7
reliable sources of incentive funding tor mohile, tederal and stationary sources. Mareaver, the Con't
proposed stralegy appears W pul 4 priority on funding state and federal sources before stationary
source control projects. At the time of our reading, SCAQMD cstimated that $1 - $2 billion
dollars is needed for incentive programs for stationary sources, and that $11 - $14 billion dollars
is needed for incentive programs for mobile sources.

Considering the uncertainty of the political climate, both now and after the upcoming clection,
Alliance members are justifiably skeptical about SCAQMD’s ability to secure reliable sources of
funding in the amount required to guarantee CARB and EPA that the AQMP will achieve the
emission reductions promised. As such, we urge SCAQMD o revise the AQMP 1o ensure that
stationary sources are not penalized if CARB and EPA decline or are unable to fund incentive
programs to adequately control the sources under their respective direct jurisdiction.

Air Quality and Health Effecty

In our letter of Angust 26, 20016, wherein we submitted comments on Appendix 1 - Health
Effects, we attempred 1o point out many inconsistencies in the assignment of causality of certain
air pollutants to cancer incidents involving both mortality and morbidity, particularly in the
SCAB. In reviewing the October revision of the 2016 AQMP. we were unable to notice any
editorial changes in Appendix 1. in response to our letter.

Our letter expressed our deep and continuing concern that SCAQMD is basing the entire AQMP
on: 1) achieving “Attainment” in accordance with ambient air quality standards as set forth by 81-8
both the tederal government and the State of California. and 2) improving the health effects of
the population in the SCAB due to exposure to criteria air pollutants. as described in Chapter 2
and Appendix 1,

In the above referenced letter, we highlighted many instances where the weight of evidence
descriptors for causal determination of adverse health effects seems 1o call in 1o question the
rcligbility of the findings and conclusions reported in the research papers cited therein. I'or
example, most of the determinations made by EPA regarding the causality of air pollution health
effects. is that there is “likely to be a causal relationship,” “suggestive of a cansal relationship,™
“not likely o be a causul relationship™ or “inadequate to infer a causal relationship.” On Its face,
the degree to which important uncertaintics scem to permeate the rescarch cited in Appendix 1.
strongly suggests that more definitive research is urgently needed, especially in an AQMP that is
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projected to cost regulated sources $38.2 billion dollars, reduce health impacts, and improve air
quality.

Alliance members were equally disappointed upon reading the Literature Review of Air
Pollution-Related Health Endpoints and Concentration-Response Functions for Particulate
Matter, prepared by [Ec. dated September 29, 2016. Our impression of the report was that the
contractor “cherry picked” the scientific studies that supported the (heories sdvanced in
Appendix 1. Noticeably absent were references to studies by credible and respected scientists
with different conclusions, particularly when disenssing the adverse health effects of exposure 1o

PM2.5,

In the same report [Ec expresses their reliance on *weight of evidence™ to justify their
recommendations. This is arguably the eriterion which is most debated, since it has subsequently | gq_5
been demonstrated that many chronic discases can have multiple causcs and some substances can | -0y
cause multiple health effects, but not necessarily death. To reinforce our point, we have attached
a chart entitled™ “Estimated Percentage of Cancer Cases Caused by Identifiable and/or
Potentially Preventable Factors.” The chart is an excerpt from a report by the American
Association for Cancer Research. The chart shows that of the many known causes of the majority
of cancers diagnosed today, 33 percent are attributable to Tobacco (smoking). and only 2 percent
is attributable to Pollution.

Our comment letter of August 26" urged SCAQMD to cast a wider net and invite credible and
respected scientists with differing perspectives to present their work to stakeholders, and even
the Governing Board before the AQMP is finalized.

We appreciate SCAQMD allowing us to participate in the development of the 2016 AQMP, as
well as the opportunity to comment on this latest revision,

Sincerely,

Bill La Marr
Executive Director

Attachment (1) — As Indicated
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Estimated Percentage of Cancer Cases Caused by Identifiable and/or Potentially Preventable Factors

Figure 9: An Ounce of Prevention is Worth a Pound of Cure. The majonty of cancers dagnosed today are a result of preventable causes,
Inchading smoking, cbesity, peor dietary habits and pivysical inactivty. Many of these cancers could be preventad by modifying personal
behaviors, although continued research is nacessary to identify better ways to halp address these behaviors. Data cbiained fram (147).

that 1 7 cancears in addition to lung
cancer are caused by smoking?

2010, concludes that there is no safe level of exposure o tobacco
smoke. Yet, 70 million Americans regularly use fobacco products,
an wvary day in 2010, 8,500 Amerivans aged 12 years ad ukle
smokad their first cigaratte (15). It Is not only the lives of those who
use tobacco preducts that are at risk; scientific evidence has
shown that exposure to secondhand tobacco smaoke also causas
cancer. Aithough this has led to some important public health
pokicles restricting smoking in public places, countiess lves could
be saved In the future through continued research 1o develop and
implament effective tobacco pravention, cessation and cantrol
strategies such as those described i “Tobacco and Cancer: An
MR Policy Statement® [{16); see Fig, 11, pg. 30 and Sidebar on
Tobacco Tax, pg. 31).

Obesity and Physical Inactivity Weigh in on Cancer

Data from numarous ap ! havea r

abasity is clearly linked to an increasad risk for the

lad that

American Assoclation for Cancer Research

adenocarcinoma subtype of esophageal cancer and to pancreatic,
colorestal, Kidney, endometrial and podtinénopausal breast canders
(8). Mounting evidence indicates that cbesity is akso associatad
with an increased risk for other cancers, including gallbladder and
liver cancers (8). In line with the dramatic increase In Incldence of
ocbesity, incidence of several of these cancers, including pancrealic,
kidney and liver cancers, have increased during the past 10 years
(17). Independent of weight, a lack of regular physical activity is
assoclated with an Increased risk for colon, endometrial and
postmencpausal breast cancers and also may be associated with
lung, pancreatic and premenopausal breast cancers (8).

Obesity and physical inactivity are not just assoclated with
Increased cancer risk. They aiso negatively Impact tumor
recurrence, matastasis and patient survival for several types of
cancers (17). Among patients with breast cancer (18), colorectal

29
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Responses to Comment Letter from California Small Business Association (CSBA)
(Comment Letter #81)

Response to Comment 81-1:

Staff appreciates active participation and contribution in the development of the 2016 AQMP and
comments on the 2016 Revised Draft AQMP.

Response to Comment 81-2:

Please see Responses to Comments 30-5 and 54-2 regarding “fair share” reductions and the SCAQMD
responsibility in regulating stationary sources, ensuring attainment of the standards, and fulfilling shortfall
of the reductions to obtain those standards.

Response to Comment 81-3:

Please see Response to Comment 17-7 regarding zero and near-zero technology. CMB-01 proposes to
incentivize the replacement of equipment with the largest NOx emission reduction potential and the
lowest costs. Where technologically feasible and cost effective, priority will be given to zero emission
technologies. “Other applications” includes technology that is near-zero or lower-emitting NOx
replacement equipment or retrofits. References to specific lower-emitting technologies is not to favor
one technology over another as the SCAQMD strives to maintain a fuel neutral policy. In CMB-01, staff
references lower-emitting technology only to demonstrate the type of technology currently available for
reducing NOx emissions in identified source categories, along with a possible pathway to achieve the NOx
emission reductions.

Staff appreciates the endorsement. A working group will include all interested stakeholders including, but
not limited to, the public, business owners and operators, equipment manufacturers, and environmental
groups.

Response to Comment 81-4:

Staff appreciates the comments regarding small businesses. Please see Responses to Comments 30-5 and
54-2 regarding “fair share” reductions and Response to Comment 26-3 regarding the Financial Incentive
Funding Action Plan that outlines the existing funding sources as well as the potential funding
opportunities. Staff has been in discussions with CARB staff on incentives funding for mobile sources and
the need for additional reductions from mobile sources in the longer-term. CARB has committed to
meeting the emission reductions associated with the State SIP Strategy. The SCAQMD has also petitioned
U.S. EPA to establish new national engine emission standards to help the region meet federal air quality
standards. While SCAQMD staff appreciates the comment regarding the state and federal responsibilities
to incentive funding, local leadership in securing new funding (whether at the state or federal level) will
be needed. As such, the SCAQMD is planning to build a coalition to work together on securing new
funding.

Response to Comment 81-5:

Staff appreciates support for the strategic VOC control program. SCAQMD plans to take advantage of
advances in technology to reduce VOC limits in categories where there are cost-effective alternatives and

653
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will work with interested stakeholder through the rule amendment process to ensure necessary and valid
exemptions remain in SCAQMD rules.

Response to Comment 81-6:

Staff appreciates the endorsement of the approach in FLX-02. A working group will be formed to explore
lower polluting and less toxic alternative processes and materials for existing residential, commercial,
industrial, and transportation sources. Staff looks forward to input from all interested stakeholders
including, but not limited to, the public, business owners and operators, equipment manufacturers, and
environmental groups.

Response to Comment 81-7:
Please see Response to Comment 81-4 regarding “fair share” reductions and incentive funding.

SCAQMD staff understands the concerns regarding mobile sources verses stationary sources. As discussed
in Response to Comment 81-4, the State is committed to meeting the emission reductions associated with
the State SIP Strategy measures. CARB staff indicated that they plan to discuss in greater detail proposed
actions should there be a shortfall in incentive funding. These actions will impact primarily mobile sources
that are under their authority and would not impact stationary sources. As implementation of the 2016
AQMP moves forward, SCAQMD staff will be seeking additional incentives for both stationary and mobile
sources.

Response to Comment 81-8:

The comments from Mr. La Marr’s letter from August 26, 2016 are addressed in the Response to
Comments for the Appendix | document, Response to Comment Letter 20. Changes were made to the
draft Appendix | in response the Comment Letter 20 for Appendix .

To clarify, the purpose of the AQMP Appendix | is to summarize the state of the health effects and causal
determinations as assessed by U.S. EPA and other scientific agencies, to discuss some recent studies
published since the latest U.S. EPA reviews, to give some quantitative estimates of the health impacts of
particulate matter air pollution in the South Coast Air Basin, and to present a “local perspective” by
highlighting studies conducted in the South Coast Air Basin, Southern California, or California. These
causal determinations are presented at face value in the Appendix | document. While some pollutants
and health endpoints have only limited data to support a causal determination, others, such as PM2.5 and
mortality, have a large amount of evidence that led U.S. EPA to conclude a causal relationship. Text was
added to the AQMP Appendix | to clarify these points.

While Chapter 2, Appendix |, and the Socioeconomic Report describe the health effects associated with
air pollution, these components of the AQMP are meant to provide the reader additional information
regarding the state of the science and the projected economic impacts and benefits of the Plan. However,
a justification of the Plan is simply the legal requirement to achieve attainment by the specified timelines.

Regarding the IEc report referenced in this letter, the report defined in detail the methodology used to
conduct the literature search and to review the studies for relevance and quality. Additionally, the report
describes IEc’s review results, and the basis for their recommendations. The weight of evidence
definitions presented in the report are defined by U.S. EPA, and are the same criteria used in the U.S. EPA
scientific reviews of the health, ecological and welfare effects of the criteria pollutants. It is certainly
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recognized that many chronic diseases can have multiple causes, and these weight of evidence criteria
account for such nuances. For example, for a Causal Relationship for Health Effects, the definition states
that “chance, bias, and confounding could be ruled out with reasonable confidence,” meaning that other
potential causes of that disease would be accounted for when evaluating the relationship between the
pollutant and the health endpoint. Additionally, it is recognized that a substance can cause multiple health
effects, as evidenced by the extensive range of health effects included in the U.S. EPA Integrated Science
Assessments.

Tobacco smoking and second-hand smoke are certainly important risk factors for cancers and several
other health outcomes. However, the importance and potential impact of addressing air pollution cancer
risk (and other health risks) cannot be understated. Air pollution is one of only a few known modifiable
risk factors for cancer that is an involuntary exposure. In other words, people generally cannot choose
not to breathe the air in the communities where they live, work, or play. The SCAQMD staff recognize that
there are many risk factors that are important to address in the realm of public health, but the scope of
the SCAQMD’s AQMP, upon which Appendix | is developed, is to address the regional ambient air quality
standards for ozone and PM2.5 and propose actions to reduce emissions from those source categories
contributing to the regional pollution problem.
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Comment Letter from Minuteman Transport, Inc. (Comment Letter #82)

From: Peter Amundson <Peter@minutemantransport.coms

Sent: Monday, November 7, 2016 5:35 PM

To: AQMP Inquines

Subject: South Coast Air Quality Management District Public Hearing
AQMD

Evervone appreciates clearer air and the combined efforts of the public and industry has paid off resulting with
the Southland environment being the best in my hifetime. As a nuddle aged native of Los Angeles County that is
saving allot. The trucking industry has spent nearly a billion dollars a year to reduce emissions by over 80% in
the South Coast Basin. The 2010 engine exhaust is cleaner than some of the air it operates in.

I ask for reason as we move forward as fransportation in the region is already very heavily regulated and I
oppose further expansion of regulation by the South Coast. To reduce the few remaining emissions, [ support a 82-1
collaborative incentive based approach as a win-win for the environment and business.

With a litfle patience we can reach the clear air goals without costing much needed California jobs and hurting
our economy. Incentives are not the answer as businesses typically spend 2-3x the amount of a public mncentive
to purchase equipment and there is never enough funding to go around. Truckers spent at least $9 for every $1
of public incentives to comply with the current rules.

The draft 2016 AQMP seems unnecessarily aggressive and with reason and pafience we can get there without
horrific impacts on the Southland economy and the families that depend upon it.

Sincerely

Peter Amundson

President

Minuteman Transport, Inc
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Responses to Comment Letter from Minutemen Transport Inc.
(Comment Letter #82)

Response to Comment 82-1:

Thank you for your comments. The SCAQMD staff is working with CARB to identify additional funding in
the near-term that will help turnover older trucks to trucks which meet and exceed the latest emission
standards. Regardless, according to the 2016 AQMP emissions inventory, heavy-duty diesel trucks were
still the highest source for NOx emissions in 2012. Although emissions in future years are expected to be
lowered, NOx emissions from heavy-duty diesel trucks in the South Coast are still significant and should
be reduced to protect public health.

While the acquisition of a truck that meets the current 2010 emission standard is important, the region
must go beyond current standards in order to attain federal air quality standards by their applicable
deadlines. As such, CARB will be developing new engine standards. Meanwhile, the SCAQMD has
petitioned U.S. EPA to establish new national engine emission standards. As incentives funding
opportunities are identified, we would encourage the acquisition of trucks with the cleanest available
engines.
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Comment Letter from Southern California Gas Company (Comment Letter #83)

George Minter

Remonal Vice President

External Affars & Emironmental Stategy

SoCalGas Southern California Gas Company

x 555 W. 5 Streat
Aks"‘n-rllpluE NETEY ity Los Angeles, CA 90013

(213) 2442550
GIMinteri@isemprautilihes com

November 7. 2016

Philip Fine, Ph D.

Deputy Executive Officer

Planning, Rule Development & Area Sources
21865 Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, CA 91765

Submitted via OnBase Comment Form
RE: Comments on the Revised Draft 2016 Air Quality Management Plan

Dear Dr. Fine:

Southern California Gas Company (SoCalGas) appreciates the opportunity to provide
comments on the South Coast Air Quality Management District’s (SCAQMD) Revised Draft
2016 Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP or Plan). SoCalGas strongly supports SCAQMDY's
efforts to attain the federal Clean Air Act standards. The attainment of the ozone and fine
parficulate matter (PM2.5) standards are vitally important to our company and those
commumities where SoCalGas operates and provides services. 831

We continue to offer our support, expertise, and partnership to SCAQMD to create a
technically sound, fuel and technology neutral AQMP that will protect public health by
demonstrating timely attainment of the federal Clean Air Act standards, while also sustaining the
vitality of Southern California’s economy. Following the adoption of the Plan, we look forward
to continuing to collaborate with SCAQMD on the implementation of the control measures,
efforts to secure incentive funding. and the development of incentive programs. To that end,
SoCalGas respectfully submits the following comments on the Revised Draft 2016 AQMP.

L Continued Application of SCAQMD’s Long-Standing Fuel and Technology
Neutral Practice is Critical to Maximizing Emission Reductions Needed for 3.2
Ozone Attainment
Fuel and Technology Nentrality is an Essential Component of SCAQMD's Mission
and Energy Policy. SCAQMD has historically adhered to a fuel and technology neutral policy in
order to carry out its mission to undertake “all necessary steps to protect public health from air
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pollution, with sensitivity to the impacts of its actions on the community and businesses.™ In
2011, the Governing Board approved the “AQMD Air Quality-Related Energy Policy.” (Energy
Policy) directing SCAQMD staff to proceed with future clean air program development in a fuel
neuiral manner by “promot[ing] zero and near-zero emission technologies in both stationary and | g3 2
mobile applications to the extent feasible.*? The Energy Policy also recognized that the Con't
promotion of “zero and near-zero emission technologies through ultra clean energy strategies”
was vital “to meet air quality. energy security, and climate change objectives ™ As SCAQMD
tackles the monumental challenge of attaining the 1997 and 2008 8-hour ozone standards
through a 43 percent reduction in nitrous oxides (NOx) by 2023 and a 35 percent reduction by
2031, a continued fuel neutral approach is key to ensuring that every technological solution will
remain available to maximize emission reductions.

When Assessing How to Maximize Emission Reductions, Cosi-Effectiveness and
Feasibilitv Must Be Assessed Based on Life-Cycle Emissions. SoCalGas strongly supports
SCAQMD s long-standing practice of setting performance-based standards that allow all fuels
and technologies to compete. An equal playving field encovrages innovation and competition,
thereby reducing the costs of attaining Clean Air Act standards. The Revised Draft AQMP
acknowledges SCAQMD s long-standing policy of fuel and technology neutrality and states a
commitment to continuing the policy.

“Air quality regulatory agencies have traditionally set policies and requirements that are
performance-based. and thus technology- and fuel-neutral. This is a policy that the
SCAQMD intends to continue. All technologies and fuels should be able to compete on
an equal footing to meet environmental needs.™

83-3

The Revised Draft AQMP also includes a new policy statement: “Overall. the Revised
Plan now puts a priority on maximizing emission reductions utilizing zero emission technologies
wherever cost effective and feasible, and near-zero emission technologies in all other
applications.™ SoCalGas supports prioritizing maximum emission reductions by allowing
technologies to compete head-to-head. However, this policy statement should not be read to
result in a de facto prioritization of zero emission technologies, which would be inconsistent with
SCAQMDY's long-standing technology and fuel neutral policy.

When assessing zero and near-zero emission technologies, SoCalGas agrees that “full
life-cycle in-basin emissions related fo energy and fuel production and fransmission pathways
must be considered, along with GHG emissions, toxic impacts, and anticipated future changes to

1 SC-%.QI'-ﬂJ mission statement, available ar http:/www. agmd . govhome/ aboutFmission.

AQ}-‘DA_IIQ‘HEJ.IT} Eelated Energy Pohq, SCAQ'\&]J Fuly 11, 2011, available ar:
i ‘defanl Greenho ‘board

090911 pdfstrsis.

i

* Revised Draft AQMP, Chapter 4, p. 4.9,

? Revised Draft AQMP, “Fey Changes in This Revised Draft.” p. v.
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the energy portfolio in the Basin ™ Central to this is a recognition that “zero emission”
commonly refers only to emissions from the tailpipe or stack. Yet, impacts from electrification
happen offsite, away from the source, and still result in local and regional emission ncreases.
The AQMP should specify that all control measures seek to maximize emission reductions, and
that subsequent mlemaking will evaluate both zero emission and near-zero emission
technologies using finll life-cycle analysis.

The Revised Plan Is Inconsistent in How It Proposes fo Prioritize Maximizing
Emission Rednctions. While SCAQMD staff have conveyed their infent to continue to
implement the agency’s fuel neutral policy and many statements in the Revised Draft AQMP
appear fo be consistent with that infent, the wording of the “prioritization™ language varies from
page to page, and control measure to control measure. For example, CMB-01 includes the
statement that, “[z]ero emission technology will be reguired whenever and wherever feasible and
cost effective. otherwise near-zero technology will be required™; CMB-02 states that.
“SCAQMD will propose regulatory requirements based on zero emission technologies where
feasible and cost effective, and near-zero emission technologies in other applications where
Jfeasible”; and MOB-08 states that, “District staff will explore the potential to increase the
deplovment of zero-emission vehicles wherever fensible and near-zero emission vehicles
everywhere else” (emphases added).’

In each of these statements. and many others scattered throughout the Revised Draft
AQMP, the concept of maximizing emission reductions is absent. and key words are altered—
ie., “required” is substituted for “priority.” cost-effectiveness is missing. and there is no mention
of life-cycle emissions. SoCalGas urges SCAQMD to carefully examine the Revised Draft
AQMP to ensure that the fuel and technology neutral policy is articulated consistently with
consideration of cost-effectiveness, feasibility, and the full life-cycle of emission impacts.

A Public Process is Necessary fo Oversee Cost-Effectiveness and Feasibility
Assessments to Maximize Emission Reductions. Although it is incredibly important that the
wording m the AQMP is consistent and accurate, ultimately, the continued implementation of
SCAQMDY's fuel and technology neutral policy will hinge upon the execution of cost-
effectiveness and feasibility assessments for the stationary and mobile sources targeted for
emission reductions. We strongly urge SCAQMD to undertake a transparent. public process for
determining cost-effectiveness and feasibility thresholds that will inform the development of
future mulemakings and incentive programs. Furthermore, SoCalGas agrees that life-cvcle
emissions are a critical component of any cost-effectiveness and feasibility assessment as
assumptions about electrification and grid emissions are often oversimplified. SoCalGas looks
forward to participating in a Working Group that will discuss, evaluate, and compare the cost-
effectiveness and feasibility of competing technologies applicable to uses such as space and
water heating, trucking. and backup generation.

¢ Revised Draft AQMP, Chapter 4, p. 4-9.
7 Revised Draft AQMP. Appendix IV-A. pp. IV-A-46, 71,159,

83-3
Con't

83-4

83-5
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II. An Incentive-Based Approach is the Only Viable Path, and the Most Cost-
Effective Path to Near Term Emission Reductions in the Stationary Source
Sector

Incentivizing Equipment Turnover Results in Accelerared Emission Reduncrions.
SoCalGas understands that for SCAQMD to reduce NOx emissions by the order of magnitude
mandated by the federal 8-hour ozone standards, all sources of combustion emissions must be
examined and assessed. Small area sources such as pool heaters, water heaters, and stoves
contribute to the emissions inventory as do larger point sources such as turbines, flares, and
engines. SCAQMD should continue to rely upon incentive-based programs to reduce emissions,
particularly from residential appliances. These pieces of equipment tvpically have long life 83-6
spans, and vsing incenfives to increase turnover rates can lead to significant, near term emission
reductions. Alternatively, if the same equipment was instead subject to a regulatory approach, it
would carry out the rest of ifs useful life of a decade or more before emission reductions were
realized. Simply put, traditional regulations will not result in the installation of lower emission
equipment at the pace needed to achieve the necessary reductions by 2023,

MNevertheless, the Revised Draft AQMP now places an increased emphasis on the
promulgation of stationary source regulations as compared to the prior Draft’s emphasis on the
development of incentive programs. Incentive programs can be designed to leverage other
programs, and help to hold down the cost of the AQMP. Regulatory mandates offer no such
flexibility. and emphasizing a regulatory approach significantly drives up the cost of achieving
emission reductions.

The cost of this AQMP is already high as compared to the 2012 AQMP, which carried a
price tag of $36.6 million (2005%) for stationary source measures.® The 2016 Draft Plan has an
Annual Average Cost of $402.6 million (2015%) for the stationary source sector.” The primary
drivers for this enormous price tag are three stationary source control measures that seek to
regulate small, area sources of emissions in residences and in commercial applications.
According to the Preliminary Draft Socioeconomic Report, CMB-02, Space and Water Heating,
has an amortized annual average of $99.0 million, CMB-04, Emission Reductions from
Restaurant Bumners and Residential Cooking, has an amortized annual average of £118.9 million,
and ECC-03, Additional Enhancement in Building Energy Efficiency and Smart Grid
Technology. has an amortized annual average of §103.4 million '* These three control measures
account for 80 percent of the total amortized annual average costs of all stationary source control
measures in the Revised Draft 2016 AQMP, while only reducing emissions by an estimated 6.54

& “Diraft Cost by Measure,” Agenda Item #3 — Socioeconomic Analysis, AQMP Advisory Group Meeting, July 26,
2012

¥ Preliminary Draft Sociceconomic Report, August 2016, Table 2-1, p. 21,

1% Jd. SoCalGas also notes that the dollar figures in the Preliminary Draft Socloeconomic Feport do not translate to
the meentive and regulatory costs cited in the Revised Draft AQMP. It 1s nearly impossible to cross-reference these
two documents and we strongly urge SCAQMD to ensure that the cost-effectiveness mumbers contained n both
documents are consistent, comprehensible, and accessible to the public.
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tons per day of WOx by 2031 — a small fraction of the emission reductions necessary for
attainment. And these three control measures fall primarily on residential consumers and small
businesses. with the least financial ability to absorb these costs.

Incentives for Energy Efficiency Measures Will Be Most Effective When Layered on
Existing Platforms. SoCalGas encourages the use of incentive dollars to maximize and leverage
existing energy efficiency programs. Given SoCalGas’ extensive experience implementing
energy efficiency programs and low-income energy efficiency and weatherization programs for
our customers, we seek to collaborate with SCAQMD on future energy efficiency efforts. These
existing programs help customers upgrade the efficiency of their homes, reduce their monthly
energy costs, and improve the qualify of their living environment. However, approximately 40
percent of existing energy efficiency projects are blocked by a variety of physical and logistical
barriers. Collaboration between SoCalGas and SCAQMD to incentivize barrier removal mav
provide a significant opportunity to reduce emissions through expanded implementation of
efficiency measures such as weatherization, equipment replacements, and upgrades.

When developing energy efficiency initiatives, SoCalGas emphasizes the importance of
flexible strategies, offering a range of fuel and technology neutral solutions to optimize savings.
We strongly urge SCAQMD not to abandon its long-standing fuel and technology neutral policy
by selecting technologies as “winners” in the energy efficiency realm. SoCalGas also offers its
technical expertise and support to SCAQMD as the agency seeks to participate in Title 20 and 24
proceedings at the California Energy Commission.

Incentivizing the Beneficial Use of Biogas Provides a Patlway for Both Stationary and
Mobile Source Emission Reductions. SoCalGas also enthusiastically supports the use of
incentives to develop a pathway for the beneficial use of biogas. By diverting biogas from flares
at landfills. wastewater treatment facilities, and municipal solid waste facilities, and then
conditioning and utilizing the waste gas as a transportation fuel or injecting into a natural gas
pipeline, SCAQMD has a unique opportunity to reduce emissions from both stationary and
mobile sources. Pipeline injection is a win-win scenario as it both minimizes combustion
emissions by utilizing gas that would otherwise be flared and decarbonizes the natural gas
supply. Accordingly, greenhouse gas (GHG) reduction co-benefits are realized while
contributing to Low Carbon Fuel Standard and Renewable Fuel Standard goals. Further,
SoCalGas agrees with SCAQMD that using biogas for transportation fuel is optimal. When
biogas is used for transporfation purposes it provides a source of renewable fuel, avoiding NOx
from combustion, reducing GHG emissions. and facilitating ultra-low-NOx natural gas vehicle
deplovment.

83-5
Con't

83-7

53-8
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III.  Mobile Sources Are the Most Significant Emitters, and Most Cost-Effective
to Control

Large-Scale, Cost-Effective Emission Reductions Can Be Achieved by Incentivizing the
Deplayment af Low NOx Heavy-Duity Trucks. Mobile sources are responsible for the large
majority of m-Basin NOx emissions. More than 80 percent of the region’s NOx emissions come
from mobile sources, with heavy-duty trucks as the single largest contributor. Because
SCAQMD has limited authority to regulate mobile source emissions, a fair-share, incentives-
based approach properly assigns responsibility to the California Air Resources Board (ARB) and
to the United States Environmental Protection Agency to control mobile sources under state and
federal jurisdiction.

83-9

Both SCAQMD and ARB recognize that dramatic reductions in NOx emissions from
heavy-duty trucks must be achieved by 2023. To do so, California needs an accelerated transition
to near-zero heavy-duty trucks for those trucks based in California, and a complimentary new
federal heavy-duty truck emission standard to address trucks that operate in the state but are not
based here. As SCAQMD is well aware, in 2015, Commins Westport Inc. (CWT) certified the
world’s first & 9-liter heavy-duty engine at near-zero emission levels — 90 percent below the
existing federal NOx standard. and cerfified to meet ARB’s lowest-tier optional near-zero
emission standard (0.02 gbhp-hr NOx), while also reducing GHGs by 15 percent. CWT has
begun production of this “next generation™ heavy-duty natural gas engine for transit bus, school
bus, refise, and medinm-duty truck applications. And, CWI 1s now working on the development
of a 12-liter. heavy duty engine that is expected to be demonstrated next year with full-scale
commercialization by the beginning of 2018.

Incentivizing widespread deployment of these near-zero heavy-duty trucks and buses, as
contemplated in MOB-07 and MOB-08, is the single most impactful emission reduction strategy.
SoCalGas strongly supports the appropriation and designation of incentive dollars for near-zero
heavy-duty trucks.

IV.  The Development and Execution of an Incentive Funding Plan is Key to the
Successful Implementation of the AQMP

Collaboration Amongst Stakeholders is Crifical. All stakeholders recognize that the 23-10
success of this AQMP is confingent upon the development and execution of a realistic,
comprehensive Incentive Funding Plan. Identifying and securing funding on the scale of one
billion dollars per year is a monumental task. SoCalGas supports a collaborative effort drawing
upon the resources of political leaders, industry, inferest groups. nongovernmental organizations,
and the public to work at the local, state, and federal levels to leverage existing funding and
develop new funding programs. We offer our resources and expertise towards this endeavor, and
look forward fo participating in an Incentive Funding Plan Working Group.
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The Funding Plan Must Include Realistic Timelines, Which Are Consistent with
Conirol Measure Commitments. As the Incentive Funding Plan is developed, it is important to
make sure that the incentive funding timelines are consistent with the assumptions in the AQMP.
For example, fo the extent that the funding plan seeks to leverage monies appropriated by ARB,
the control measures must take into account the annual budgetary process. Specifically, the
facility based measures (MOB-01 to 04), and the heavy-duty truck measure (MOB-08) now
include a timeline stating that if funding is not realized one year after the adoption of the Final
2016 AQMP, SCAQMD staff will refurn to the Governing Board with recommendations
contemplating rulemakings."! SoCalGas would like to point out that the one-vear funding
window may be unrealistic as ARB budgets are approved in June, which only provides
SCAQMD with four months to secure funding from the state for this series of control measures.
We raise this as an example of the type of coordination that must occur when developing the
Incentive Funding Plan alongside the AQMP.

Funding Dollars Should Be Leveraged to Maximize Near Term Emission Reductions.
S50C3alGas also urges SCAQMD to leverage existing and upcoming funding programs for
investment where it is most needed — in the heavy-duty trucking sector. One-time funding
sources like the Volkswagen settlement funds ($381 million for California) provide an
opportunity to facilitate market penetration of near-zero, low NOx trucks. achieving significant
emission reductions by 2023, The use of the funding from the Volkswagen settlement funds will
directly achieve the settlement objective — to immediately address diesel emissions. Unlike
electric alternatives, these low NOx trucks are less expensive, available to dnive today, and can
service a wide variety of trucking applications. SoCalGas recommends that other funding
programs including Low Carbon Transportation Funding, Carl Mover, and potential new funding
sources be utilized to incent near-zero heavy-duty trucks.

V. Comments on Individual Control Measures

In addifion to the comments provided in this letter, SoCalGas has also drafted more
detailed comments on several control measures, which are provided in the enclosed attachments.
To facilitate further discussion and mutually beneficial coordination, we have included a
SoCalGas subject matter expert’s name and email address for each of the individual comments.
Please do not hesitate to also reach out to Noel Muyco, Environmental Affairs Program
Manager, at (213) 215-3397 or NMuyco@semprautilities com. with any questions.

Comments are provided on the following control measures:

1 Fevised Draft AQMP, Appendix [V-A, pp. IV-A-8, 139,

83-11
83-12
83-13
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Appendix Control Measure / Chapter SoCalGas Contact
I CMB-01: Transition to Zero & Near-Zero Daniel McGivney
Emission Technologies for Stationary Sources DMeGivney@semprautilities.com
7 A CMB-02: Emission Reductions From Commercial | Steve Simons
And Residential Space And Water Heating SSimons@semprautilities.com
3 ECC-03: Additional Enhancements in Reducing Noel Muyeo
Existing Residential Energy Use NMuyeo@semprautilities.com
4 CMB-04: Emission Reductions From Restauranl | Steve Simons
Burners and Residential Cooking SSimons@semprautilities.com
5 FUG-01: Improved Leak Detection and Repair Charles Humphrey
CHumphrey@semprautilities.com
& BCM-05: Ammonia Emission Reductions from Gregg Amey
NOx Controls GArneyi@semprautilities.com

Respectfully submitted,

Crse\ff7—

George 1. Minter
Regional Vice President, External Affairs & Environmental Strategy

83-13
Con't
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APPENDIX 1
CMB-01: Transition to Zero & Near-Zero Emission Technologies for Stationary Sources
L Summary of the Control Measure

This measure seeks NOx and VOC emission reductions from replacement of traditional
combustion sources, including internal combustion engines (stationary and emergency), turbines,
boilers, furnaces, ovens, and flares with zero and near-zero emission technologies. Replacement
teclmologies are identified as including fuel cells. electrification, beneficial uses of waste gas,
energy storage, as well as maximizing existing energy efficiency measures.

II. Proposed Method of Control

Two pathways for emission reductions are contemplated:
(1) Zero and Near-zero Emission Technologies 83-14

In the October 7 Revised Draft AQMP, SCAQMD proposes to rely upon a combination
of regulatory and incentive-based strategies in order to transition non-power plant combustion
sources to zero of near-zero emission technologies as those technologies become technologically
feasible and cost-effective. Incentive measures could be implemented to allow early retirement
and advanced replacement of equipment with zero and near-zero emission technologies.

{2) Facility Modemnization

SCAQMD proposes to use regulatory and incentive measures to obtain reductions from
various stationary sources including landfills, wastewater treatment, and municipal solid waste
facilifies. Incentive funding could be used to accelerate replacement of older equipment with
zero or near-zero fechnology or to encourage facilities to accept permit conditions resulting in
cost-effective emissions reductions that go beyond existing requirements.

ITI. Comments

A SCAQMD’s Commirment to Continne Its Long-Standing Technology and Fuel
Neutral Policy Should Be Supported Through Consistent Stafements in the AQMP

SoCalGas appreciates that SCAQMD has commifted to continue its long-standing policy
to establish performance-based miles and incenfive programs that are correspondingly technology
and fuel neutral. SoCalGas agrees with and fully supports the statement in the Revised Draft
AQMP emphasizing that “all technologies and fuels should be able fo compete on an equal
footing to meet environmental needs ™

However, if SCAQMD truly intends to continue to implement the fuel and technology
neutral policy, then the Revised Draft AQMP nmst use consistent language to explain staff' s
intent. For example, despite a number of statements explaining that maximizing emission
reductions will be “prioritized,” the Proposed Method of Control in CMB-01 states that:

! Revised Draft AQMP, Chapter 4, p. 4-9.
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“CMB-01 is designed to transition to zero emission technologies where and when
feasible and cost-effective, and near-zero in all other applications. In assessing the
cost-effectiveness of these technologies, the life-cycle in-basin emissions under
current and future energy productions and transmission portfolios must be
considered” (emphasis added).*

SoCalGas is verv concerned that “designing”™ a control measure to transition to zero
emission equipment is a slippery slope towards choosing technological winners, and could
provide justification for future regulatory mandates and incentive programs that stray from
SCAQMD s long-standing. newtral policy. Throughout this control measure and the entire
AQMP, there are many variations of this language and the lack of a consistent message regarding
the use of terms “maximizing emission reductions.” “cost effectiveness.” and “feasible™ 15 83-14
problematic. For example, CMB-01 includes statements describing the prioritization of zero Con't
emissions fechnologies at least nine times where the language 1s inconsistently applied (e.g.,
sometimes the terms “technically feasible™ and “cost-effective™ are not included; another
includes the term “economically feasible” but no reference to “technologically feasible™; another
states the use of zero and near-zero fechnology be used to “go bevond current emission
standards™) *

SoCalGas appreciates SCAQMD staff s transparency and communication on this
measure, and the AQMP as a whole. We urge SCAQMD staff to continue to effectuate their
intent of implementing a fuel and technology neutral approach when promulgating future
regulations and developing incentive programs. The AQMP is the blueprint for those future
actions and, accordmgly. the language must be internally consistent and clearly stated. SoCalGas
requests that language discrepancies in CMB-01 (as well as CMB-02, ECC-03, and the mobile
source measures) be reconciled.

B. SCAQMD Should Clarify the Definitions of Terms Describing Equipment
Emissions

In this confrol measure and throughout the Revised Draft, SCAQMD has vsed various
terms to describe new fechnologies and products including “zero emission.” “near-zero
emission,” and “lower-emission.” SoCalGas finds the use of these terms fo be confusing and
requests that the terms be defined and vsed consistently. Further, when defining “zero emission”™
equipment. SCAQMD must be careful to consistently apply life-cyele, in-basin emission
analysis.* Zero emission fechnologies are likely electric, and should reflect electric grid

! Revised Draft AQMP, Appendix IV-A p. IV-A40.
3Id atpp. IV-A-44, 45 46,49 52, 53

* We note that Southem California Edison’s Utility Owned Generation had a NOx emission factor of 0.1 Tbs/MWh,
as descnbed in their 2014 Corporate Fesponsibility Feport, which includes a significant proportion of renswable
generation. See “2014 Corporate Responsibility Report,” Southem California Edison. p. 32, available ar:
http-/iewer epageview.com/Viewer aspx T docid=631974d3 -069f-46db-beb1-a5 32002 1b3c 58 page=32.

2
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emissions and the low grid system efficiency (typically around 35 percent)” We seek
clarification as to what emissions factor SCAQMD is using for grid emissions, and we ask that
assumptions and methodologies for calculating grid emissions be shared with the public.

The CMB-01 narrative also frequently uses other terms that may or may not be
interchangeable with the terms zero and near-zero, such as “low emissions technology.” “much
cleaner, less polluting, products and equipment,” “lower-emitting technology or equipment.”
“cost-effective enussion reductions that are beyond existing requirements.” “cleanest
technologies,” “ulfra-clean technologies,” and “newer more efficient and lower polluting 83-14
equipment.”® The use of these descriptions for equipment replacements or fo obtain emission Con't
reductions beyond existing limits only create confusion and difficulty in distinguishing between
what is and what 1s not considered fo be “zero- or near-zero” emission technologies, and how
these technologies will be assessed for use in future regulatory strategies and incentive programs.

SoCalGas strongly urges SCAQMD to review and revise control measure CMB-01 to
utilize consistent langunage describing the use of technologically feasible and cost-effective zero
and near-zero technologies to maximize achievable emission reductions.

C. Cost-Effectiveness Calculations Shonld Be Transparent in Both the Draft AQMP
and the Preliminary Draft Socieeconomic Report

The use of incentives in the stationary source sector 15 the most efficient and effective
manner to obtain the emission reductions necessary to reach attainment. Incentives lead to the
replacement of equipment that otherwise would live out the rest of its useful life of a decade or
more if subject to regulation. Additionally, 1t 1s much costlier to obtain emission reductions
within the stationary source sector as compared fo a similar amount of emission reductions
within the mobile source sector. However, SoCalGas also recognizes the need to complement
incentive programs with regulatory strategies where technologically feasible and cost-effective
solutions are available to maximize achievable emission reductions within the stationary source
sector.

SoCalGas is concerned about the contradiction between the cost-effectiveness and
incentive cost data cifed in the draft Control Measure Summary table for CMB-01 (e.g., a Tofal
Incentive of $450 million and revised per ton incentive of $53.000) and what is cited in the
Preliminary Draft Socioeconomic Report (e.g., CMB-01 Total Incremental cost of $853 million
with the present value of incentives totaling $337.5 million, and Amortized Annual Average cost
of approximately $35 million).® There is a significant gap (over $100 million) between the
incentives with no explanation, and if 1s nearly impossible to attempt to crosswalk between the
two documents. It is extremely difficult for industry to determine the worthiness or viability of

* See e.p “Accounting Methodology for Source Energy of Non-Combustible Fenewable Electricity Generation,”
Department of Energy, October 2016, p. 2; ASHEAE Standard 105-2014 Informative Appendix J; EPA Combined
Heat and Power (CHP) Partmership, available at- https:// r.epa.gov/chp/chp-benefits.

¢ Reevised Draft AQMP, Appendix IV-A, pp. 45, 48, 49 33, 34, 58,

TId atp IV-A-44.

# Prelimmary Draft Socioeconomic Report, August 2016, p. 21, Table 2-1.
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the proposed strategies within CMB-01. regulatory and incentrve, without having a solid estimate
of the cost or incentive dollars necessary to fully implement the measure.

SoCalGas requests that SCAQMD review the cost estimates and data vsed in both CMB-
01 and the Preliminary Draft Socioeconomic Report and provide a more robust and transparent
analvsis that better aligns these regulatory costs and incentives, the source data. and the cost
estimation methodologies. In the end, one should be able fo understand how these numbers were
derived and determine that the result is a reasonable cost estimate based upon the data available
and used in the analysis. Additionally, the results analyzed in the Sociceconomic Report should
be easily understood and linked to the cost data in CMB-01. B3-14

D. Emission Inventories Shounld Be Refined Con't

In the Control Measure Summary table for CMB-01, the total Summer Planning
wwventory for 2012 15 identified as 22.3 tons per day of NOx and the NOx reductions in 2021 and
2031 are 2.5 and 6.0 tons per day. respectively” However, Table 2 provides data on internal
combustion engines and references an emission inventory of 22.5 tons per day NOx solely from
engines. with approximately 11 tons per day from older diesel and non-diesel fueled engines. '
Though engines are one of the key equipment categories affected by this control measure and
contribute the most significant share of the emission reductions, there are several other
equipment categories (e.g., afterburners, boilers, dryvers, flares, furnaces, heaters, incinerators,
ovens. and furbines) ! It is troubling that the internal combustion engine inventory is equal to the
entire baseline emissions for this control measure. We raised this issue in our August 19 letter,
and continue fo be concerned about these inventory figures. SoCalGas requests that SCAQMD
add supporting analvsis and discussion to explain these discrepancies and, where appropriate,
revise the data accordingly.

Further complicating this issue is data provided in Table 3, which identifies the various
equipment categories (including internal combustion engines) affected by this control measure
along with each category’s annual emissions and the resultant emission reductions obfained
through implementation of CMB-01 (based upon Annual Emission Report (AER) data).!?
SCAQMD goes on to note that the enussion reduction data identified in Table 3 are different
than those identified in the CMB-01 Control Measure Summary table becaunse the numbers are
derived from AER data, as opposed to being Summer Planning inventory data, but does not
provide any insight as to why they are different or how they can be reconciled with each other.
The use of differing data to support CMB-01 strategies should be clear and easily understandable
to the public and all interested parties, and the methodologies used to generate the data should be
identified. SoCalGas requests that SCAQMD harmonize the emissions data used in this measure
so that the invenfory and the estimated emission reductions are easily recognized and understood.

# Revised Draft AQMP, Appendix IV-A p. TV-A44.
" Id atp. TV-A-51, Table 2.
UId atp TV-A-30, Table 1.
2Id atp. IV-A-61, Table 3.
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E. SoCalGas Supports the Use of Incentives for the Beneficial Use of Renewable Gas
for Transportation and Pipeline Injection

SoCalGas has been engaged in many conversations with SCAQMD staff about the
further development of control measures, especially in regard to Facility Modernization, that
focus on the beneficial use of biogas to achieve NOx reductions from existing flaring and other
on-site uses. We offer our strong support for a strategy that provides a pathway for gas
conditioning and utilizing waste gas as a transportation fuel or for pipeline injection. By
developing viable alternatives to flaring, SCAQMD has a unique opportunity to promote
emission reductions from both stationary and mobile sources. Pipeline injection is a win-win
scenario as it not only diverts gas from being combusted in a flare, but also decarbonizes the
natural gas supply. Then, when utilizing renewable gas, the lowest carbon infensity
transportation fuel, in an ultra-low NOx engine, SCAQMD can achieve significant cniteria
pollutant as well as GHG reductions.

83-14
Con't

F. Incentives Are Most Effective to Transition Older, Higher Emitting Equipment to
Zero and Near-Zero Emission Technology

SCAQMD has discussed that while regulated sources already meet existing emission
standards, there are inventories of older, less energy efficient equipment that meet applicable
concenfration based emission limits but have higher mass emissions than more modern
equipment. CMB-01 also considers the replacement of 1,000 pieces of permit exempt equipment
currently located at permitted facilities. One of the core strategies of CMB-01 is fo transition
these older. higher emitting equipment to zero and near-zero emission technologies. SoCalGas,
once again, strongly encourages and supports the use of incentives to achieve this goal,
especially towards capital costs. which are frequently the largest barrier to new investment.

The vse of incentives for equipment retrofits would also be a benefit, allowing business
to avoid stranded investments while achieving cost-effective emission reductions. Incentives
should be used in SCAQMD s effort to replace older, higher emitting permit exempt equipment.
SoCalGas also supports SCAQMD's efforts to explore additional solutions for incentives,
including reduced permitting fees, New Source Review and Emission Reduction Credit
Incentives, as well as expedited California Environmental Quality Act review and other concepts
for expediting refrofits.

. Additional, Specific Comments on this Control Measure

* “Beyond BACIT™. CMB-01 states that “[n]ew businesses can be required fo install and
operate zero-emission equipment, technology and processes bevond the current Best
Available Control Technology (BACT) requirements.”™ SoCalGas requests that

¥ Revised Draft AQMP, Appendix IV, p. IV-A-46 (first paragraph, second sentence under “Zero and Near-Zero
Technologies™).
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SCAQMD provide more discussion explaining this concept. Pursuant to New Source
Review, only BACT can be required of a new source when seeking a permit. Thus, such
a “beyond-BACT™ policy appears to stray from both the federal Clean Air Act and
SCAQMD’ s long-standing fuel neutral policy.

o  Combined Hear and Power: Under the discussion of zero and near-zero Emission
Technologies, SCAQMD states that fuel cells are more energy efficient (between 45 and
50 percent more efficient) than single cycle combustion-based engines. citing an energy
efficiency range of 25 to 35 percent '* The United States Environmental Protection
Agency notes that Combined Heat and Power (CHP) can be anywhere from 60 to 90
percent efficient.)” SoCalGas requests that SCAQMD include CHP along with fuel cell
applications as a possible near-zero technology to replace older, higher emitting
equipment.

83-14

« Batfery Storage: In SCAQMD s discussion of possible control strategies regarding Con't
infernal combustion engines, SCAQMD profiles the use of battery storage as a zero or
near-zero emission technology for replacing both diesel-fueled, engine-driven emergency
electrical generators and prime natural gas fueled engine-driven equipment.'® According
to the released “2013 SGIP Impact Report” released in April 2015, however:

“Batteries inherently consume more electricity than they discharge due to
electrochemical losses; therefore, to provide GHG reductions, batteries
must charge from the grid during relatively “clean™ hours of grid
generation and discharge dunng “dirty” hours of grid generation to
overcome their net increase in energy consumption.™”

Because batteries use more electricity than they discharge, it 15 imperative that time of
use be considered when batteries are connected to the gnd— ie.. they should be required
to charge during periods when emissions on the grid are low and only discharged when
emissions from the grid are high. Roundtrip efficiencies should also be considered when
evaluating the technical feasibility and cost-effectiveness of battery systems for the
purpose of obtaining NOx emission reductions.

In addition, stationary backup generators are only permitted for 200 hours of use per year
and are routinely tested only a few hours per year for reliability and maintenance testing
(typically once per week or month for approximately one hour). If a battery 1s used in
place of a backup emergency generator, the battery will constantly be drawing electricity
from the grid to maintain a charge due to the electrochemical losses i order to be
available for the rare emergency event. As part of the analysis regarding the efficacy of

¥ Id at p. IV-A46 (second paragraph, first sentence).

13 “CHP Benefits,” U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, available ar /

1 Revised Draft AQMP, Appendix IV-A, p. IV-A-31 (first paragraph under category ° Fqlupml Replacement,
Engines™).

73013 SGIP Impact Evaluation,™ Self-Generation Incentive Program, Cahiforma Public Utllities Commmssion,
section &3, page 8-5, mvailable ar- hitp:/fwonw.cpuc.ca. gov/sgip/.
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this equipment replacement strategy, SCAQMD should investigate whether the electrical
draw from the grid 15 a net reduction compared fo the small nsage of a backup generator.

s Non-Catalytic After-Treatment Emerging Technologies: SCAQMD states that there are
non-catalytic after-treatment “emerging technologies™ that can achieve the same 2 ppm
NOx emissions level as selective catalytic reduction (SCR) on a refinery boiler '®
SoCalGas is not aware of these emerging technologies and requests that SCAQMD either

delete this discussion or identify these emerging technologies. 83-14

Con't

o “Unpermitted” Equipment: In this measure, SCAQMD identifies 1,000 “unpermitted™
ovens, furnaces, and kilns that exist at “permitted facilities™ throughout the Basin.!® Use
of the term “unpermitted™ is not an accurate description of this equipment and implies
that this equipment is being operated out of compliance. The more appropriate term is
“permit exempt.” SoCalGas recommends that the word “unpermitted” be replaced with
“permit exempt” or another more accurate description. For this permit exempt equipment
category, SoCalGas supports the use of incentives to obtain the noted emission
reductions.

1% Revised Draft AQMP, Appendix IV-A_ p. V-A-53 (first paragraph, second to last sentence).
1% Id. at TV-A-53 (in the paragraph under the heading “Ovens/Fumnaces/Filns").

-
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APPENDIX 2

CMB-02: Emission Reductions from Replacement with Zero and Near-Zero NOx
Appliances in Commercial and Residential Applications

I Summary of the Control Measure

This measure seeks NOx emission reductions from unregulated commercial space heating
furnaces and reductions from incentive programs to replace older boilers, water heaters, space
heating furnaces, and pool heaters with new low emission and more efficient units. In this
Fevised Draft, the confrol measure has been expanded to include all residential water and space
heating appliances, with consideration being given to incenfives and regulations for other
appliances such as clothes dryers, pool heaters, etc.

I Proposed Method of Control

This measure includes a mix of regulatory and incentive-based methods of control.
SCAQMD 1s proposing fo continue to implement the existing Rule 1111 (Reduction of NOx
Emissions from Natural-Gas-Fired, Fan-Type Central Furnaces) emission limit of NOx for
residential space-heaters and to consider adopting a similar mile to regulate commercial heating
units. Another component of this measure may be to require that residential water heaters meet
the heat input based emission limits in Rules 1121 (Control of Nitrogen Oxides from Residential
- Type, Natural-Gas-Fired Water Heaters) and 1146.2 (Emissions of Oxides of Nitrogen from
Large Water Heaters and Small Boilers and Process Heaters) to ensure that energy efficiency
incentive programs for these residential appliances achieve NOx emission reductions.
Additionally, this measure proposes to incentivize the voluntary replacement of older boilers,
water heaters, space heaters, and pool heaters with currently available low NOx technologies.
This version places more emphasis on a traditional regulatory approach than the previous one.

83-15

III. Comments

A. Cost-Effective and Technologically Feasible Pathways fo Maximize Emission
Reductions Should Be Prioritized, Not Any One Particular Technology

The new draft of this measure states that it “will focus on cost effective zero emission
techmologies wherever and whenever feasible and near-zero technologies in other
applications ™" SoCalGas is deeply concerned that such an approach could result in a change in
SCAQMD s long-standing policy of fuel and technology neutrality. SCAQMD must be careful
to avoid policies and statements that will de facto result in mandating the selection of certain
techmologies. SoCalGas supports SCAQMD s long-standing practice of setting performance
standards that allow all fuels and technologies to compete. This encourages innovation and
competition, which will reduce the costs of attaining air quality goals.

SoCalGas appreciates SCAQMD staff s transparency and conmmnication on this
measure, and the AQMP as a whole. We urge SCAQMD staff to continue to effectuate their

2 Revised Draft AQMP, Appendix IV-A p. IV-A-67.
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intent to implement a fuel and technology neutral approach when promulgating future
regulations and developing incentive programs. However, the AQMP is the blueprint for those
future actions and, accordingly. the language mmst be internally consistent and clearly stated.
SoCalGas requests that language discrepancies in CMB-02 (as well as CMB-01, ECC-03, and
the mobile source measures) be reconciled.

The most effective way to ensure that SCAQMD contfinues to follow its long-standing
policy of fuel and technology neutrality is to establish a working group that will discuss,
evaluate, and compare the cost-effectiveness and feasibility of the various technologies (zero
eMmission, near-zero emission, and lower-emission) applicable to a particular use like residential
space and water heating. SoCalGas looks forward to participating in and contributing to future
cost-effectiveness analyses and technology feasibility assessments.

B. Clarity is Needed on the Definition of Terins Describing Appliance Emissions 83-15

In this control measure and throughout the Revised Draft. SCAQMD has used various Con't
terms to describe new technologies and products including “zero emission.” “near-zero
emission” and “lower-emission.” SoCalGas finds the vse of these terms to be confusing and ill-
defined. Zero emission technologies (likely electric) are not actually zero emission, but rather
should reflect electric grid emissions and the low system grid efficiency (typically around 35
percent) *! In fact, CMB-02 recognizes that life-cycle in-basin generation emissions are nof zero:

“In assessing the cost-effectiveness of these technologies, the life-cycle in-basin
emussions under current and future energy productions and transmission portfolios will be
considered. As the energy supply and distribution system change over time, certain
technologies mav become more or less effective at reducing emissions. GHG emissions
and toxic impacts must also be considered.™

SCAQMD must be careful when using the term “zero emission.” Life-cycle in-basin
emissions analysis should be consistently applied during the implementation of this control
measure, and everywhere “zero enussion” technologies are being compared for use in the
AQMP. We note that Southern California Edison’s Utility Owned Generation had a NWOx
emission factor of 0.1 Ibs/MWh, as described in their 2014 Corporate Responsibility Report.
which includes a significant proportion of renewable generation ** However. it is unclear what
emission factor SCAQMD is using for grid enuissions. We seek clarification on SCAQMD's
assumptions and methodology.

From a natural gas equipment perspective, in the long-term_ “near-zero emission”
technologies (approaching grid emissions) are technologically feasible. However, their

1 See e.g. “Accounting Methodology for Source Energy of Non-Combustible Renewable Electricity Generation,”
Department of Energy, October 2016, p. 2; ASHRAE Standard 105-2014 Informative Appendix I; EPA Combined
Heat and Power (CHP) Partnership, available at: https:/f r epa govchp'chp-benefits.

2 Pevised Draft AQMP, Appendix IV-A p. IV-A-67.

3322014 Corporate Fesponsibility Feport,” Southem California Edison, p. 52, available ar:

hitp-iviewer epageview. com/Viewer. aspx *docid=03974d3-069-46db-beb1-353200e Ib3c52 Tpage=32.
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commercial acceptance will depend upon the application, price sensitivity of markets. equipment
and installation constraints, product system safety, product durability, and reliability. Essentially
all point and area sources (with a few exceptions such as cooking equipment) in SCAQMD are
currently regulated under New Source Review (new or modified permitted sources) or
Regulation 11 (existing permitted and unpermitted sources). However, there are timing issues
associated with replacement of existing permitted and unpermitted older equipment with newer
“lower-emission equipment” that meet the existing regulations. In the case of permitted and
unpermitted equipment, the amount of remaining vseful life will be a critical factor in
determining the cost-effectiveness of a replacement strategy.

SoCalGas recommends a public process with operator and manufacturer involvement to
make sure that pursuing replacements is truly a cost-effective strategy. SoCalGas strongly
supports the AQMP proposals to use voluntary incentives to accelerate the replacement of older
equipment with these newer lower polluting and higher efficiency products and technologies.

C. Further Research and Development is Needed to Bring Ultra-Low Emission
Burners ro Market

In this Revised Draft, SCAQMD states, “[t]here are also burner technologies available in | g3_15
the near future that can achieve NOx emissions of 5 to 10 ppm.™* While there are burners that Con't
can achieve lower emissions than the current regulations. they have not been successfully
adopted into actual products. The existing Rule 1111 NOx emission limits are a cautionary tale.
Though the Rule 1111 NOx emission limit (14 ng/J (20ppm)) for residential space heaters went
into effect in 2015, manufacturers have yet to bring a product to market. In coordination with the
development of the Rule, SCAQMD and SoCalGas cosponsored research work to develop 14
ng/joule NOx central furnaces. Four separate proposals from mamufacturers were funded with all
four projects showing initial success in building prototype furnaces that could meet the NOx
emission target.

However, none of these burner technologies and furnace designs have gone forward to
commercialization due to concerns regarding product reliability, durability, and safety. In fact,
the Air-Conditioning, Heating. and Refrigeration Institute and furnace manufacturers have asked
for reconsideration and leniency from the Rule 1111 limits and mitigation fee program.
SoCalGas strongly recommends that SCAQMD work closely with industry to resolve these
design and safefy issues before proposing similar mandatory emission limits on commercial-size
space heating equipment.

Further, SoCalGas cautions that, before eliminating the heat output based emission limits
for water and space heating equipment, SCAQMD should consult with manufacturers to gain a
better understanding of the costs for equipment redesign and safety recertification. Such a change
in regulatory direction could impose a significant burden on manufacturers who have been
subject to constantly changing emission limits. Over the long term, SoCalGas would like to work

4 Revised Draft AQMP, Appendix [V-A p. IV-A-68.
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with the manufacturing community and with SCAQMD to develop improved lower-emission
products that are also safe and meet consumer needs.

D. SoCalGas is Actively Pursuing the Development and Demonstration of Residenitial
Advanced Techmologies

As discussed in our comments on ECC-03, SoCalGas welcomes the opportunity to
collaborate with SCAQMD on research, development. and deplovment of advanced technologies
in the residential sector. To that end, we are currently working to identify market demonstration
opportunities for residential and community scale fuel cell technologies. The California Energy
Commission (CEC) had a recent solicitation to fund research, development, and demonstration
projects that advance the state of technology of small and micro-scale combined heat and power
(mCHP) systems and complementary enabling technologies. CEC has not yet announced the
awards for their mCHP solicitation, but the targeted vse for these mCHP systems (20-30 kW) are
mulfifamily and small commercial buildings.

SoCalGas has partnered with mCHP developers to demonstrate their products in
Southern Califormia. We have tested a mCHP EC power (25 kW) at the Gas Technology Institute
(GTI), and we are planning to conduct a field demonstration at SoCalGas™ Energy Resource 8315
Center. We are also evaluating other, sinular mCHP systems such as the 1.5 KW SolidPower fuel | Con't
cell at Unmiversity of California. Irvine for ZNE single family residential application. and the AQ
Smith system (21 KW).

Additionally, SoCalGas 1s actively engaged m several other field demonstrations that
have also received CEC grants. We are engaged in a demonstration targeted for 2017-18 to test
Stone Mountain’s residential and commercial heat pumps in Southern California, a field
demonstration project for a new residential space heater by Canadian-based Dettson, and we are
evaluating the potential of conducting a field demo of MTrigen (4 KW electric plus a 5 ton
cooling) heat pump. As additional funding opportunities arise, SoCalGas looks forward to
partnering with SCAQMD, and continuing to work with both established and vpcoming
technology manufacturers, as well as home builders, to develop and demonstrate residential
advanced technologies.

E. Incentivizing Equipment Replacement is the Most Cost-Effective Path fo Achieving
Near-Term Emission Rednctions

In this Revised Draft, SCAQMD has puf an increased emphasis on regulations compared
to the emphasis on incentives in the prior Draft AQMP. SCAQMD should continue to rely upon
incentive-based programs, particularly in this control measure, and especially in the near-term
(pre-2023). This equipment is typically long-lived and increasing furnover is a more cost-
effective NOx emussion reduction strategy than regulations that have to rely upon normal
equipment replacement rates (15 to 25 vears for various categories of boilers/water heaters)

¥ Preliminary Draft Socioeconomic Report, p. 57.
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Traditional regulations will not result in the turnover of equipment to lower-emission equipment
needed to attain the 2023 ozone standard.

SoCalGas continues to support the development of an incentive program designed to take
advantage of existing energy efficiency programs targeting higher efficiency water and
condensing gas space-heating products. Any incentive program developed by SCAQMD should
provide finding for both high efficiency, low emission gas and electric technologies and should
be fuel neutral without emphasizing electric alternatives over gas options. We are committed to
introducing new, low NOx water and space heaters into the marketplace and would offer our
assistance fo SCAQMD on how to best use incenfive funding fo augment existing energy 83-15
efficiency programs. We also would welcome partnerships to create new programs to incentivize | Con't
the replacement of older, higher-emitting units.

We are also concerned about the significant increase in total cost of all stationary source
control measures in this plan, as compared to the 2012 AQMP. The 2012 Anmual Average Costs
for all stationary source measures was $36.6 million (2005 §), compared to the 2016 Annual
Average Costs for all stationary source measures of $402.6 million (2015 $). This control
measure stands out as one of three that are the primary contributors to this increase. The three
control measures are CMB-02 ($99.0 million). CMB-04, Emission Reductions from Restaurant
Burners and Residential Cooking NOx ($118.9 million), and ECC-03, Additional Enhancement
in Building Energy Efficiency and Smart Grid Technology ($103 4 million). With the exception
of CMB-01, no other proposed control measure even comes close to these three, as can be seen
in this table from the Preliminary Draft Socioeconomic Report-*

¥Id atp. 21
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Tahble 2-1: Preliminary Cost Summary of Draft 2016 AQMDP Measures
FHesent PWV of Amortized
Value of Present Total
Implementation Remaining Value of - ) .
Period for Cos Incremental Incentives fiet . .
: . Cost (20017-2031,
Analysis Cost (Millions, e e
Millions 2015%) (Milliomns, Millions.
LY OIS, il b ) 2015%) 155
2015%) 0155%) il
SCAQMID Stadivaary Svuree Measures
BCM-01; Commercil
Cookins 2021 £163.0 + s0.0 = 51630 £17.0
BOM-10: Greenwasic
Ctiuing 201 7-2031 $18.4 + S0.0 = 5184 51.7
CMB-03; —
Mon-Re€inery Flares 7 $36.3 + S0.0 = 363 512
CMEB-02: 83_1 5
Space & Water 20]8-2031 51,8914 +  8327.7 - 52,219.1 5000 .
Hl.-.'llmg CDH t
UMB-04: Hesturant l
Busners and 201 8-2031 51,552.7 +  53HE.2 - 51,9409 £118.9
Residentinl Cookimg
CTS-00: Comngs,
Solvents, Adhesives, 2020 and £50.0 + S0.0 = 5590 554
and Lubricants beyond
ECC-03: Buldmg =
Fincagy Efficicacy 200 8-2031 51,5534 + 53135 = 518669 $103.4
CMB-01: Transition
Fero & Near-7,
e %1 2018-2031 5158+ 83373 = 8831 $34.8
I'ﬂ'hnuh!Bi!\.
CAIB-05:
(RECLATM) 2026-2031 S837.8 + S0.0 = SHIT.R £19.3
FUG-01:
Leak Detection and 2017-2031 $11.5 + 50.0 - 5115 S1.0
Fepmir
Total for SCAQND
Stativnary Source 56,6393 ¢ 513666 = SE0059 $402.6
Measures
While cost-effectiveness 1s a primary concern of SoCalGas, the relative cost of these
three measures demands additional scrutiny and serious efforts to sigmficantly reduce the costs
of the stationary source confrol strategy. We also note that these confrol measures will fall
mostly on small businesses and individual residents within the South Coast Air Basin.
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APPENDIX 3
ECC-03: Additional Enhancements in Reducing Existing Residential Energy Use
L Summary of the Control Measure

Energy consumption in existing residenfial and commercial buildings resulis in direct and
indirect criteria, toxic, and greenhouse enussions. Co-benefit reductions from current building
codes and SB350 (Clean Energy Pollution Reduction Act of 2015) are accounted for in control
measure ECC-02 (Co-benefits from Existing Residential and Commercial Building Energy
Efficiency Measures). ECC-03 sets targets to achieve increases in efficiency, along with
increased renewable energy sources within the residential sectors, to achieve category emission
reductions of 15 percent by 2023 and 30 percent by 2031.

IT. Proposed Method of Control

Achieving reductions beyond SB350 and Title 24 is expected to be administered through
state agencies and implemented, in part, through electrical and natural gas utilities. SCAQMD
staff will work with agencies, utilities, and other stakeholders to further implement
weathenzation and other measures that provide energy savings along with emission reductions
within the Basin SCAQMD staff will also assist in developing new tools that help effectively
implement efficiency measures along with quanfifying energy savings and emission reduction
benefits.

83-16

III. Comments

A SCAQOMD’s Long-Standing Technology and Fuel Neutral Policy Should Apply fo
e Energy and Climate Conirol Measures

SoCalGas has significant concerns with the stated objective of this control measure to set,
“a path to implement advanced highly efficient zere-emission appliance technologies™ (emphasis
added).?” As discussed extensively in our other control measure comments, we urge SCAQMD
not to change its long-standing policy of fuel and technology neutrality. If interpreted verbatin,
this statement will lead to the selection of “winning™ technologies instead of continuing the long-
standing practice of setting performance standards that allow all fuels and technologies to
compete. It contradicts many other statements in the AQMP explaining that. “all technologies
and fuels should be able to compete on an equal footing to meet environmental needs.™* Fuel
neutrality encourages innovation and competition, which will reduce the costs of attaining air
quality goals. Therefore, we request that SCAQMD affirm the continuation of the fuel and
technology neutral policy here, and throughout the AQMP.

27 Revised Draft AQMP, Appendix IV, p. IV-A-34.
% Revised Draft AQMP, Chapter 4, p. 4.9,
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We also note that another objective of this confrol measure is to incorporate “efficiency
measures, including weatherization along with renewable energy sources.™ SoCalGas
encourages SCAQMD fo clanfy that the use of renewable gas 15 an eligible strategy in this
control measure as a renewable energy source. Utilization of renewable gas furthers other goals
in the AQMP, and would maintain consistency with a fuel and technology neutral policy.

B. SoCalGas is Actively Pursuing the Development and Demeonsiration of Residential
Advanced Technologies

When fuels and technologies compete, new, cost-effective technologies are developed.
50CalGas welcomes the opportunity to collaborate with SCAQMD on research, development.
and deployment of advanced technologies in the residential sector. SoCalGas is currently
working to identify market demonstration opportunities for residential and community scale fuel
cell technologies. The California Energy Commission (CEC) had a recent solicitation to fund
research, development, and demonstration projects that advance the state of technology of small
and micro-scale combined heat and power (mCHP) systems and complementary enabling
technologies. CEC has not vet announced the awards for their mCHP solicitation, but the
targeted use for these mCHP systems (20-30 kW) are multifamily and small commercial a23-16
buildings. Con't

So0CalGas has partnered with a couple of mCHP developers to demonstrate their products
in Southern California. We have tested a mCHP EC power (25 KW at the Gas Technology
Institute (GTI), and are planning to conduct a field demonstration at SoCalGas™ Energy Resource
Center. We are also evaluating other, similar mCHP systems such as the 1.5 KW SolidPower fuel
cell at Umversity of California, Irvine for ZNE single family residential application. and the AQ
Smith system (21 KW).

Additionally, we are in the early stages of developing a demonstration project that would
address cost parameters. technical feasibility, home design and appliance integration, operafion
and maintenance, and builder education and public awareness. SoCal(Gas is collaborating with
several different national and regional builders that are focused on constructing high quality,
energy efficient homes that achieve ZNE (Zero Net Energy) performance criteria for both single
and multi-family projects. While no firm contracts or development agreements have been
established to date, SoCalGas intends to identifyv and initiate a demonstration project in 2017-18,
likely within a single new housing community encompassing at least 20 to 40 homes depending
on funding availability. Wide-scale adoption of residential fuel cell technologies would be based
upon successful demonstration of the technology’s market viability.

SoCalGas is also actively engaged in several other field demonstrations that have also
received CEC grants. We are engaged in a demonstration targeted for 2017-18 to test Stone
Mountain’s residential and commercial heat pumps in Southern California, a field demonstration
project for a new residential space heater by Canada-based Dettson, and we are evaluating the
potential of conducting a field demo of MTrigen (4 KW electric plus a 5 ton cooling) heat pump.
As additional funding opportunities arise, SoCalGas looks forward to partnering with SCAQMD,
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and continuing to work with both established and vpeoming teclmology manufacturers, as well
as home builders, to develop and demonstrate residential advanced technologies.

C. Partnering fo Implement Energy Efficiency Programs Will Maximize Emission
Reductions

SoCalGas looks forward to partnering with SCAQMD and other stakeholders to
effectively implement efficiency measures to satisfy the goals of ECC-03, as well as ECC-02.
We have extensive experience implementing energy efficiency and low income and
weatherization programs for our customers, and we seek fo collaborate with SCAQMD on future
energy efficiency efforts. Moreover, we have successfully partnered with SCAQMD in the past
and look forward to continuing our collaborative relationship.

For example, we recently partnered on the Weatherization Program for Homes Near
Freewavs and Intermodal Facilities. In June 2015, SCAQMD Board approved $500,000 of its
Targeted Airshed Fund to collaborate with SoCalGas to layer their fund with SoCalGas’ Energy
Savings Assistance Program to weatherize homes and reduce residential exposure to criteria 83-16
pollutants and diesel particulate matter in areas adjacent to freeways and heavily used intermodal | ~. .4
facilifies with trucks and locomotives. Weatherization of homes along freeways and infermodal
facilifies is critical to improve indoor air quality, minimize exposure to criteria pollutants such as
NOx, CO and PM, and reduce energy usage. These measures also include aftic insulation, door
weather stripping and caulking, and minor repairs to doors and windows. In Bovle Heights and
the City of San Bernardino, 1,076 total homes were weatherized under this partnership, which
concluded in January 2016.

In 2013, SoCalGas also successfully partnered with SCAQMD to pursue a year-long
emissions reduction project using a combination of SoCalGas™ Energy Efficiency Program
funding and the AB 1318 Mitigation Fees funding. The emission reduction project was pursued
to offset emissions from the constmuction and operation of the CPV Sentinel Energy Project
power plant located in Desert Hot Springs. This project successfully installed high efficiency
filtration and weatherized many homes in the Desert Hot Springs area.

In addition, SoCalGas was pleased to work with SCAQMD to develop a proposed “Small
Boiler Replacement Program (SERP)” and a “Residential Gas Water Heater Early Refirement
Program” in San Bernardino and Riverside counties in 2006. Though this project was not
launched at that time, we mav be able to use this prior work to develop similar programs in the
future. Controlling boiler enussions is a priority of this AQMP — in this control measure, as well
as in CMB-01. SoCalGas would be pleased to share the historical program descriptions as the
framework for a renewed effort.

D. Implementing Energy Efficiency Programs Effectively Requires Overcoming
Barriers

Given SoCalGas’™ extensive experience implementing energy efficiency programs for our
customers, we seek fo collaborate with SCAQMD on the development of new incentive
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programs. Continuing in our wtility tradition, SoCalGas administers energy efficiency programs
and low-income energy efficiency and weatherization programs, helping customers to improve
the efficiency of their homes, reduce their monthly energy costs, and better the quality of their
living environment.

However, a variety of physical and logistical barriers prevent energy efficient equipment
upgrades in many projects. Older buildings, for example, are more likely to have structural or
design 1ssues that make energy efficient retrofits or installation of renewable fechnology cost-
prohibitive. This is particularly problematic for people in disadvantaged communities who are
more likely to live in homes that have asbestos (on old fumaces, water heaters, ducting), aged
electrical infrastructure (old unsafe knob and tube wiring, or lack of electrical outlets), aged
plumbing configurations (drainage problems for condensate drains for high efficiency
equipment), and/or faulty water pressure regulators (prevenfing installation of other equipment).

Further, financial barriers limit low-income customers” access and means to energy
upgrades. Low-income Californians are disproportionately renters; 64 percent of low-income 83-16
Californians rent their homes. Because large up-front expenditures for energy retrofits are Con't
exacerbated by long payback time frames, property owners hesitate fo invest in energy efficient
upgrades and renewable fechnology installation if they cannot realize the fuull savings of such an
investment ** Moreover, 43 percent of all low-income renters live in multifamily housing, which
are frequently “master-metered.” For building units that are master-metered (generally older
buildings), utilities are either included in the rent or billed flatly by the property owner. In these
cases, it is difficult to ensure that the energy savings realized by the property owner are conveved
to the low-income tenant through lower rents or utilities charges *!

California Public Utilities Commission-approved energy efficiency programs preclude
assistance or funding for the removal of barriers that prevent implementation. since the primary
intent of most programs is fo priorntize the lowest cost, lowest barrier “low hanging fruit™
opportunities. Accordingly. SoCalGas is concerned that exclusion of funding for removal of
these barriers prevents the implementation of a significant number of projects. These barriers
include issues such as asbestos, electrical, and water pressure regulation issues. SoCalGas
recommends consideration of future, proposed opportunities to utilize fonding from local,
regional, state and federal sources to address and remediate these barriers. This would enable an
increase in overall energy savings, by improving the program cost-effectiveness, and also
increase the number of homes retrofitted. Such a program would directly contribute to
measurable reductions in natural gas combustion emissions due to expanded installation of newer
high-efficient gas heating equipment.

Collaboration between SoCalGas and SCAQMD to identify available funding for barrier
removal opportunities may provide significant opportunities in the South Coast Air Basin to

30 “A Study of Barners and Solutions to Energy Efficiency, Fenewables and Confracting Opporhmities Among
Low-Income Customer and Disadvantaged Commmmities.” California Energy Conmmission, available ai:
hitp:/"wwnw enerzy.ca. govisb330/barmers_report!.

ngg
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reduce emissions through expanded implementation of efficiency measures such as
weathenization, equipment replacement, and upgrades.

E. SoCalGas Qffers Expertise fo Navigate Tifle 20 and 24 Proceedings

SoCalGas welcomes the opporfunity to continue our discussions with SCAQMD staff on
codes and standards. The collective statewide investor-owned utilities make up the body of the
codes and standards team focusing on Title 24, Part 6 (Title 24) and Title 20, Sections 1601-1608
(Title 207, where Title 24 speaks to building components and design and Title 20 focuses on
appliance standards. This conirol measure discusses both residential building components and
appliances and is focused on achieving large emission reductions as a result of anticipated energy
reductions from evisting building retrofits, while the state focuses on near-fo and mid-term ZNE
goals. We look forward to more in depth discussion on both Tifle 24 and 20 and how they may
be able to contribute towards SCAQMD s goals.

SoCalGas seeks clarification on the following issues:

+ Under Title 24 requirements, new buildings can achieve ZNE through both prescriptive
and performance methods. How will SCAQMD align the objectives of the control
measure(s) with the methodology and protocols developed pursunant to Title 24
prescriptive and performance methods?

* More specifically, under Title 24, builders may choose from different options to achieve
the goals. Yet this control measure is seeking actual emission reductions from specific
equipment. Will implementation of this control measure in the context of Title 24
requirements limit the choices that builders currently have? And what type of an effect
will this have in the T24 calculation path?

» Wil this control measure be implemented in a way so as fo limit builders’ existing
flexibility? If not, then how will such flexibility be handled under the AQMP? Will such
flexibility of choices be able to satisfy the EPA Integrity Elements, or allow builders to
select the performance method versus the prescriptive?

SoCalGas looks forward to discussion on these threshold 1ssues. If unresolved, implementation
of this measure may pose a near-ferm roadblock for builders, and inhibif their choices in their
planning and design phases.

18
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APPENDIX 4
CMB-04: Emission Reductions from Restaurant Burners and Residential Cooking NOx

I Summary of the Control Measure

This measure seeks NOx emission reductions from residences, retail restaurants, and
quick service restaurants utilizing commercial cooking ovens, ranges, fivers, and charbroilers
through the development, installation, and vse of low-INOx burner technologies.

II. Proposed Method of Conirol

While the initial focus of this control measure is on commercial cooking equipment,
SCAQMD will also consider a program to mncentivize higher efficiency or lower emission
residential appliances and will evaluate options for miles regulating NOx emussions from new
commercial and residential cooking units, including requirements for new construction of
commercial and residential buildings.

IIT. Comments

A. The Completion of a Stndy Profiling the Emissions of Various Categories of
Cooking Equipment is an Important First Step 83-17

Residential and commercial cooking equipment (other than certain types of charbroilers
regulated for particulate matter) have never before been subject to NOx regulations. As discussed
in our August 19 comment letter, there are numerous barriers to reducing NOx emissions from
cooking equipment. However, we are encouraged that SCAQMD has responded proactively to
concerns raised from the affected industries, and is working collaboratively with the North
American Association of Food Equipment Manufacturers (NAFEM). equipment manufacturers,
and the commercial food service industry in pursuing this control measure.

Further, in an effort to better understand the baseline NOx emissions from this equipment
category, SoCalGas and SCAQMD have partnered to fund a study to characterize the NOx
emissions from commercial cooking equipment. This study will be performed by SoCalGas at
the Engineering Analysis Center and Energy Resource Center, and by Fisher-Nickel at the Food
Service Technology Center. The study will assess NOx enussions from several common types of
cooking equipment, including under fired charbroilers, standard and high efficiency open vat
fryers, standard and high efficiency griddles. and various oven types including convection. range,
deck, conveyor, and rack.

Additionally, the study will develop and validate test methods for measuring emissions of
several tvpes of natural gas fired commercial cooking equipment. All test methods and results
will be reviewed by a newly formed Technical Commitiee comprised of representatives from
SCAQMD, Fisher-Nickel, GTI, SoCalGas, and foodservice industry trade associations.
S0CalGas appreciates the opportunity to partner with SCAQMD to promote the development,
commercialization, and installation of high efficiency. low-emission gas-fired cooking
equipment.
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B. Cosi-Effectiveness Remains a Significant Concern

Any SCAQMD regulation addressing NOx emissions from residential and commercial
cooking equipment will be the first of 1fs kind, and carry a heavy cost burden. This control
measure could potentially impact many models and types of highly specialized cooking
equipment with unique applications, process, and product requirements, such that redesigning
cooking equipment will be a significant undertaking for food equipment manufacturers.
SoCalGas encourages SCAQMD fo consider incentivizing the development of more efficient
burners that combust less fuel, with correspondingly lower NOx emissions. Overwhelmingly,
commercial food service providers prefer to use natural gas cooking equipment for reasons 83-17
including taste, cooking method, and operating cost advantages. Such a strong customer Con't
preference should be taken into account.

Further, we continue to caution that for many of S0CalGas’ residential customers who are
economically challenged, it is nearly impossible to replace older, inefficient equipment without
significant financial assistance. SoCalGas strongly encourages the use of incentives for
equipment replacement or energy efficiency initiatives to address residential sector cooking
emissions. Any regulatory endeavor would be incredibly costly per ton of NOx reduced, as
residential cooking equipment is very low-use, with an hour or less of active burner use per
dav.”

Lastly, SoCalGas remains concerned that, according to the Draft Socioeconomic
Analysis. this control measure carries a price tag of $118.0 million dollars per vear ** This
constitutes the highest annual amortized cost of all of the control measures included in the
Analvsis. Given the challenges associated with mandating behavior change, and the incredibly
high cost of regulation, SoCalGas strongly urges SCAQMD to reallocate a much larger portion
of control costs to incentives.

2 Only seven percent of residential firel use is for cooking (about 31 therms per vear or about 0.086 therms per day
— 8,630 Bu per day). Range tops commonly have multiple bumers with varying mput. Small bumners for summer
type cooking are rated at aroumd 5,000 Btu per br, standard bumers are rated at about 9,000 to 12,000 Bfu per br, and
large hugh mput bumers are rated at about 13,000 to 20,000 Btu per hr. See Califormia Statewide Residential
Apphiance Saturation Study, Energy Commussion Publication No. CEC-400-04-009, hme 2004, available at:
hitp-/www.energy.ca. gov/HERS ulemaking/documents/docs_relied wpon html.

3 Preliminary Draft Socioeconomic Report, August 2016, Table 2-1, “Preliminary Cost Summary of Draft 2016
AQMP Measures,” p. 21.

20



Comments and Responses to Comments on the 2016 AQMP

SoCalGas Comments on the Revised Draft 2016 AQMP

APPENDIX 5
FUG-01: Improved Leak Detection and Repair
L Summary of the Control Measure

This proposed control measure would reduce VOC emissions from a variety of emission
sources, including but not limited fo, oil and gas production facilities and other sources where
fugitive emissions occur from piping components, wastewater system components, and process
and storage equipment.

II. Proposed Method of Control

This control measure proposes to upgrade existing inspecfion and maintenance rules to
require, at a minimum, a self-inspection program or, where feasible, utilization of optical gas
imaging-assisted leak defection and repair (LDAR). In addifion, the use of new technologies
(Smart LDAR) to detect fugitive VOC emissions as a supplement to existing LDAR programs
would be investigated.

III. Comments

A. How Was the Revised Cost-Effectiveness Calculared? g3-18

As noted in our August 19 comment letter, SoCalGas supports the use of optical gas
imaging technology where cost-effective and feasible and we are committed to working with
SCAQMD mn its investigation of the use of Smart LDAR technologies.

However, SoCalGas would also like to emphasize our previous comments regarding cost-
effectiveness. In the June 30 draft of FUG-01. SCAQMD noted an $11.000 per ton VOC
controlled cost estimate. In this October 7 version. the control cost has been reduced to $4.000 to
$5.000 per ton VOC reduced. SoCalGas is aware of the added language included in FUG-01"s
“Cost Effectiveness” in Appendix IV.** However, there is no discussion regarding why the
original cost estimate changed, what data was ufilized, and no supporting calculations
demonstrating how these cost estimates were derived. Additionally, it is unclear how or why
SCAQMD chose the Solar Occultation Flux (SOF) technology for use in its cost-effectiveness
discussion and in the estimate of the capital, annual labor, maintenance and electrical costs cited.
And, there is no explanation regarding how the estimated emission reductions of 2 tons per dav
were used to calculate the new cost-effectiveness range of $4.000 to $5.000 per ton VOC.

In SoCalGas™ August 19 comment letter, we requested that SCAQMD provide the data
and caleulations that were used to derive the $11.000 per ton VOC reduced control cost estimate.
With the new (and lower) confrol cost estimates contained in the October 7 draft FUG-01,
50CalGas once again requests that the data and methodology used to calculate the control cost be
provided to facilitate public understanding of how SCAQMD arrived at its cost-effectiveness
determination.

3 Revised Draft AQMP, Appendix IV, p. TV-A-94.
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B. The Technical Feasibility of LDAR Technology Shonuld Be Assessed

While SoCalGas welcomes the use of advanced technology, especially when if is more
efficient than Method 21, SCAQMD must carefully consider the technological feasibility and the
entire range of costs—e.g., capital investment, construction, labor, and maintenance—before
promulgating regulatory mandates. Additionally, SoCalGas supports SCAQMD s proposal to
demonstrate feasibility of new Smart LDAR technologies through pilot studies and offer our
assistance with these pilot projects and the development of Smart LDAR implementation
protocols as noted in FUG-01"s Smart LDAR phased-in approach.

Further, SoCalGas recommends that SCAQMD convene a Working Group to evaluate
both the technical feasibility of Smart LDAR at stationary sources and the cost-effectiveness of
mandating the technology. Requiring Smart LDAR will require significant investments that
should be evaluated in more detail—facilities may have to install multiple units thereby
substantially raising the capital and O&M costs. SoCalGas also requests that SCAQMD
expeditionsly release its analysis and findings of the 2015 study done to characterize
technologies that quantify fugitive and stack emissions cited in Appendix IV 3

83-18
Con't

C. Regulatory Duplication Should Be Avoided

SoCalGas respectfully requests that as SCAQMD seeks to amend its Rules to require
Smart LDAR and associated mamntenance and recordkeeping requirements, it also carefully
balances the need to avoid addifional. duplicative regulation. The California Air Resources
Board's Oil & Gas Rule is currently scheduled for adoption in February 2017, with
implementation beginning in 2018. Other agencies such as California’s Department of
Conservation’s Division of Qil, Gas and Geothermal Resources and the United States
Environmental Protection Agency are also developing regulations that will include similar
requirements. SCAQMD should work to minimize regulatory duplication and align any future
rule amendments with state and federal regulatory requirements as they become available.

¥ Revised Draft AQMP, Appendix TV, p. IV-A-92 (fourth paragraph).
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APPENDIX 6
BCM-05: Ammonia Emission Reductions from NOx Controls
I Summary of the Control Measure

This proposed control measure seeks reductions of ammonia from NOx confrols such as
Selective Catalytic Reduction (SCR) and Selective Non-Catalytic Reduction {SNCE).

II. Proposed Method of Control

Recent advances in catalyst technology have resulted m the development of ammonia slip
catalysts that selectively convert ammonia into nitrogen (IN2). These catalysts could be installed
on boilers, engines, furnaces, and turbines that utilize either selective catalytic reduction (SCE)
of selective non-catalytic reduction (SNCR) resulting in less ammonia slip.

III. Comments
A Applicability of BCM-03 Shonld More Specifically Describe the Basic Equipment
Targeted by this Control Measure

83-19

Currently, BCM-05 states under the “Description of Source Category™ section that this
measure would target or be applicable to NOx Controls such as Selective Catalytic and Selective
Non-Catalytic Reduction *® However, the basic equipment that would be affected by this control
measure is not noted in the source category description, nor are any applicable ranges in
equipment size or fuel throughput discussed. SoCalGas requests that SCAQMD more
specifically identify the base equipment categories and size ranges affected by this measure in
the source category description to ensure that affected regulated entfities can better understand the
applicability of BCM-05 to their operations.

B.  Conditions for Effective Application of an Ammonia Slip Catalyst Should Be More
Comprehensively Evalnared

BCM-01 correctly states that the Johnson Matthey Advanced Ammonia Slip Catalyst can
reduce ammeonia slip with SCR equipped sources. However, the catalyst is not as effective in
applications without waste heat recovery. Slide 5 of Johnson Matthey s presentation given at
SCAQMD 2016 AQMP Control Strategy Svmposium in June 2015, states that at above 425
degrees Celsius (707 degrees Fahrenheit), ammonia starts converting to NOx_ ¥’

3 Pevised Draft AQMP, Appendix [V-A p. [V-A-214.
7 Jo]:mson Matthey Presentamn, SCAQMD 2016 A.QI'-[P Cont‘ol Sl:rateg‘r S}"mposum Tume 2015, available at:
. ndas/aqmp/control -str sium/pm?-3 .
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A closer look at the graph shows that the conversion curve actually starts increasing
around 400 degrees Celsius (752 degrees Fahrenheit). Exhaust temperature in simple cycle
turbines, 4-stroke lean burn engines, and in a few 2-stroke lean burn engines exceed these
temperatures. If there is no use for waste heat recovery at a site to reduce the exhanst
temperature, the Ammonia Slip Catalyst will cause an increase in NOx. This would conflict with
the major emphasis of this ozone attainment plan which is to achieve NOx reductions and, in
addition, could negatively impact a source’s ability to achieve current or future applicable
emission limits. SoCalGas requests that SCAQMD add clarifving language better describing the
limitations in the applicability of ammonia slip catalysts.

83-19
Con't
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Responses to Comment Letter from Southern California Gas Company (SoCalGas)
(Comment Letter #83)

Response to Comment 83-1:

Staff appreciates the continued collaboration and close partnership with SoCalGas in developing the 2016
AQMP for the attainment of the federal ozone and particulate matter standards in the Basin.

Response to Comment 83-2:
Please see Response to Comment 17-3 regarding fuel and technology neutrality.

SCAQMD strives to remain fuel neutral and CMB-01 is not intended to incentivize one technology over
another. Language has been included in CMB-01 to emphasize SCAQMD’s fuel and technology neutral
stance. In CMB-01, staff references lower-emitting technology only to demonstrate the type of
technology currently available for reducing NOx emissions in identified source categories, along with a
possible pathway to achieve the NOx emission reductions. The emphasis on zero emission technologies,
wherever and whenever technically feasible and cost effective, is not to favor a specific technology but to
maximize the potential NOx reductions.

Response to Comment 83-3:

Please see Responses to Comments 17-3 and 83-2 regarding fuel and technology neutrality.

A working group will be formed to finalize detailed criteria and guidelines for the incentive program, which
will need to be approved by the SCAQMD Governing Board. These guidelines will give additional

consideration for a life-cycle analyses and co-benefits to fully assess the comprehensive emission
reduction potential. CMB-01 seeks to find the most incentive-effective means to achieve NOx reductions.

Response to Comment 83-4:

Staff was provided the specific areas of concern raised by the commenter and many of the suggested
clarifications have been made in the Draft Final Plan.

Response to Comment 83-5:

See Responses to Comments 17-3, 83-2, and 83-3 regarding fuel and technology neutrality and a working
group.

Staff agrees with the commenter on the importance of a transparent public process and looks forward to
stakeholder’s participation in the working group

Response to Comment 83-6:
The SCAQMD is proposing to use incentives to help meet clean air goals for 2022 and 2023. Regulatory

programs are also being developed especially for the longer term, and would be more cost-effective after
incentive programs lead to development of lower cost, low emission and near zero emission equipment.
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The commenter has incorrectly added the cost of the incentive program to the estimated incremental
cost to represent the cost to business and property owners of commercial and multifamily properties.
The cost impact to property or business owners is the incremental cost minus the incentives. In previous
AQMPs, the majority of the cost of a rule-based control measure occurs over only a few years during rule
implementation. The cost of the proposed measures in this AQMP are spread over 15 years, as indicated
by the commenter, because the control measure has both short and long term goals.

The cost of the 2016 AQMP is higher than the 2012 AQMP mainly because the 2012 plan was not an ozone
plan and while a few early ozone control measures were included in the 2012 AQMP, it was not a specific
ozone reduction strategy demonstrating attainment. In addition, the costs of CMB-02, CMB-04, and ECC-
03 have been revised, mainly to reflect incremental cost instead of total equipment cost. The combined
cost net of incentives for CMB-02, CMB-04, and ECC-03 would now amount to about 29 percent of the
overall net costs among all proposed stationary source control measures. Please refer to the Draft
Socioeconomic Report for the updated cost estimates.

Response to Comment 83-7:

Staff appreciates comments and offers to further collaborate with utilities on implementing efficiency
incentive programs. In past SCAQMD efficiency incentive efforts, we worked closely with utilities to
leverage incentive funds. This collaboration helped achieve greater results for the efficiency program and
we fully intend on these collaborative efforts in the future. This intent was further stated within ECC-03.
When developing the energy efficiency strategies, the SCAQMD will convene a workgroup and collaborate
with utilities, agencies, and other organizations to help leverage funding, coordinate incentives with
similar existing programs, and to better understand technologies is current and future years. Please also
refer to response to comment 56-3.

Response to Comment 83-8:
Staff appreciates the support.
Response to Comment 83-9:

Staff appreciates the comments regarding the mobile source contributions to the ozone air pollution
problems in the South Coast Air Basin and the need to reduce mobile source emissions as quickly as
possible. Staff will continue to work with CARB and U.S. EPA to ensure that emission reductions from
mobile sources occur as early as possible. Staff appreciates the support for the AQMP Measures MOB-07
and MOB-08.

Response to Comment 83-10:

Staff concurs with the commenter regarding collaborative efforts and looks forward to your participation
on the Working Group. Staff will endeavor to work with all stakeholders to pursue new funding.

Response to Comment 83-11:
Staff appreciates the comments regarding realistic timelines. Relative to realizing additional funding, staff

anticipates that the mechanisms for new funding be identified in the one year period after adoption of
the 2016 AQMP. It is important to show progress during this one period to identify new sources of
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funding. Actions to implement identified mechanisms may occur within the one year period or may begin
after the one year period.

Response to Comment 83-12:

Staff appreciates the comments regarding leveraging funding for near-zero emission technologies. Near-
zero emission technologies have an important role in the near-term to achieve a significant amount of
NOx emission reductions for many vocations where current zero emission technologies may not be
feasible or not commercially available. Staff will continue to encourage fleets as they turnover their older
vehicles to acquire near-zero and zero emission vehicles.

Response to Comment 83-13:

Comment noted. Detailed responses to the individual control measures attached in Appendices 1 to 6
are provided in the following sections.

Response to Comment 83-14:

83-14A: Please see Responses to Comments 17-3 and 83-2 regarding fuel and technology neutrality. Staff
has included language in CMB-01 to further emphasize SCAQMD is fuel and technology neutral.

83-14B: Please see Response to Comment 17-7 regarding zero and near-zero emissions. Staff revised the
language in CMB-01 to improve consistency. Staff will look at life-cycle emissions as part of subsequent
analysis for the prioritizing and disbursement of incentives. Various scenarios will be analyzed for life-
cycle emissions, such as those from natural gas power generation and renewables. Grid emissions can be
assumed to meet the CARB Distributed Generation standards of 0.07 lb/MW-hr for NOx, which is the
emission level for controlled power plants. However, there may be some variability depending on the
type of generating equipment (combined cycle gas turbine, boiler, simple cycle turbine, wind, solar, etc.)
and whether the power is generated inside or outside the Basin.

83-14C: The commenter noted $450 million of incentives estimated for CMB-01 in the Draft 2016 AQMP
Appendix IV-A and was concerned about the lower amount of incentives subsequently reported in the
Preliminary Draft Socioeconomic Report. The difference was due to whether the time value of money
was taken into account. The Preliminary Draft Socioeconomic Report based the cost analysis using the
same $450 million of incentive funding expected to be needed to implement CMB-01; however, it was
reported as the present worth value of the stream of incentives anticipated to be allocated between 2018
and 2031. More precisely, the incentives expected to be allocated each year was discounted by a rate of
four percent to year 2017 because, generally speaking, one dollar tomorrow is considered to be less
valuable than one dollar today.

83-14D: Please see Response to Comment 73-2. Staff revised the inventory for ICEs.

83-14E & 83-14F: Staff appreciates the support for beneficial use of renewable gas for transportation and
pipeline injection and for the use of incentives to transition older, higher-emitting equipment to zero and
near-zero emission technologies.

83-14G:

“Beyond BACT”: Staff agrees with the comment and revised the CMB-01 accordingly.
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Combined Heat and Power (CHP): Staff included a discussion on CHP in CMB-01. Please see Response to
Comment 73-4 about technology assessments.

Battery Storage: Staff appreciates the feedback on battery technologies and areas to consider when
assessing the potential emission reductions. Staff will further evaluate this and all potential technologies
during the development of the incentive programs.

Non-Catalytic After-Treatment Emerging Technologies: Staff included more detail on the non-catalytic
after-treatment technology. More detail can be found in the RECLAIM staff report from December 2015.

“Unpermitted Equipment”: Staff agrees with the comment and changed the reference from
“unpermitted” to “permit exempt”.

Response to Comment 83-15:
83-15A: Please refer to the response for comment 83-14 regarding fuel and technology neutrality.

83-15B: Please also refer to the response for comment 83-14 regarding the definition of near-zero and
zero emission technologies. The SCAQMD will take into account equipment life in the analysis for the
AQMP and proposes to include equipment life in establishing effective programs that can be approved by
CARB and meet U.S. EPA requirements as discussed in the control measures. The SCAQMD always
develops its program through a public process and will continue to do so during the development of the
proposed incentive programs.

83-15C: Low NOx space heaters are currently available for residential and commercial applications.
Nortek demonstrated a Rule 1111 ultra-low NOx compliant residential space heater at the 2015 AHRI
annual meeting. In addition, Nortek currently sells small commercial space heaters in Europe and
Australia with NOx emissions significantly lower than 30 ppm. A number of companies advertise large
commercial space and air heating units with emissions less than 30 ppm. MultiCalor sells a line of Rule
1111 compliant residential space heaters in Europe and other companies’ compliant products will be
available next year. One U.S. manufacturer has started certifying a line of Rule 1111 low NOx furnaces
under the SCAQMD certification program. The SCAQMD has been meeting with Rule 1111 furnace
manufacturers individually to discuss their concerns and will continue to meet with affected companies
during the next year. With regard to large commercial space heating furnaces, the SCAQMD is proposing
to incentivize development of lower emission units and rule development will be considered at a later
date. With respect to changing the form of emission limits in SCAQMD rules, any proposed change that
would be considered would be addressed through the public process the SCAQMD uses for all of its
programs.

83-15D: The SCAQMD will continue to work with the Gas Company on high efficiency and low emission
advanced technologies.

83-15E: Incentives are critical in meeting clean air goals for 2022 and 2023. Regulatory programs would
be developed for the longer term and would be more cost-effective after incentive programs lead to
development of lower cost low emission and near zero emission equipment.

Please see Response to Comment 83-6 regarding the cost of the incentive program.

Response to Comment 83-16:
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83-16A: Please see response to comment 83-7 regarding energy efficiency strategies. It should be noted
that ECC-03 states “Zero emission and high efficiency applications will be prioritized to the extent they
are feasible and cost-effective at the time of implementation.”

83-16B: Staff appreciates the participation in the development of ECC-03 and look forward to future
participation in the upcoming workgroup.

83-16C: Staff appreciates the participation in the development of ECC-03 and look forward to f